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“Considered either as an argument of an advocate or as a judicial 
review of the evidence, the consolidated majority report of the Supreme 
Court Justices is unsound and indefensible* It is unsound because its con¬ 
clusions are not founded upon established facts* Suspicions, conjectures, 
unwarranted inferences, irreconcilable inconsistencies, and admitted per¬ 
juries are treated as facts. It is indefensible because it appeals to passion 
and prejudice/' 

" One-fourth of the report is devoted to anarchistic propaganda and 
the bad character of the petitioner* The Trial Court properly held, these 
matters were not admissible. It is manifestly improper to inject them into 
this inqujry/' 

\ * , Our duty is to determine, uninfluenced by passion or preju¬ 
dice, whether Billings has been proved guilty of the crime with which he 
is charged/" 

\ * . The requirement of the majority (of the justices) that the 
petitioner prove his innocence, either by establishing an alibi or by identi¬ 
fying the perpetrator of the crime, is unreasonable and unwarranted. A 
perfectly innocent person may be unable to prove an alibi. And it is 
preposterous to demand of the accused that he place his finger upon the 
real culprit in order to exculpate himself/' 

"... I do know that there has been a failure of proof to such an 
extent that there is now not even a semblance of a case against him. Upon 
the record now before us a recommendation for executive clemency cannot 
justly be withheld*” 

Excerpts from the Dissenting Opinion of Associate Justice Ltingdon* 
December l f 1930 . 
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A CHALLENGE 

Rafe'f' £ 

The rank and file of the A. F. of L. unions; militant workers in all parts 
of the country; persons prominent In public life; scores of daily, weekly and 
monthly periodicals; the entire chain of Scrippg-Howard newspapers — all 
demand and work for my pardon* But, with a few notable exceptions, all major 
labor leaders oppose it* The sincere fighters In this battle against tremendous 
odds are known* I now propose to definitely uncover the men who are fighting 
hardest against my pardon—the morally corrupt, double-crossing, boss-owned 
labor politicians mentioned In this pamphlet. 

I challenge Paul 3 char rentier g, Michael Casey, John O’Connell, Frank 
McDonald, and the many other labor leaders who were members of the Union 
Labor-Governor Young dub, to publicly state how much money was received and 
spent by this club during the last primary election in order to help my former 
jailer, ex-Governor C. C* Young, secure a renomination. I challenge them to 
publish a financial statement showing from what source the funds of the Union 
Labor-Governor Young Club were received. For what purpose were they spent? 
Which labor leaders received moneys from this fund? How much did each labor 
leader receive as his personal share, to betray Labor and support the former 
jailer of Billings and myself? 

I have proof that the labor politicians are paid for their political support* 
In 1920 Congressman William J. Kent and Samuel Shortridge were rival candi¬ 
dates for California's U. S, senatorial nomination, Shortridge was a notorious 
open-shopper. Kent had always been a friend of organised labor. When the 
labor politicians were asked to support Kent, who had stood every test as a 
champion of organized labor during his many terms in Congress, and who 
enthusiastically endorsed Labor's program, they brazenly informed his campaign 
manager they would have to receive ?35,000.00 for their support, Kent told 
them, "Go to Hell, I have always supported every labor measure and consider 
myself a real friend of labor, but I will not on general principles pay $35,000*00 
to a dirty rotten lot of crooked labor leaders for their political endorsement/’ 

F* H. McCarthy, who later received a bribe of $10,000 from the P* G, & E,, 
and his chief lieutenant, "Larry" Flaherty, President, San Francisco Building 
Trades Council, afterwards Congressman from San Francisco, when Informed 
Kent refused to "contribute*' the large sum they demanded, negotiated with 
Shortridge's managers. Their price was met; the endorsement of the corrupt 
labor leaders was given to Shortridge, and Kent was defeated, 

Mercer Green Johnson, writing about Shortridge, June, 1930, In the "Peo¬ 
ple’s Business," said: 

"But for Shortridge, there is a good ground for believing Tom Mooney, who 
la as innocent of the crime for which he waa foully convicted as the Senator 
himself, would never have been brought so near to death or been buried alive 
these past fourteen years in San Quentin Prison* 

"In the early stages of the conspiracy, the Trameup' was about to fall to 
pieces. It rested upon the rotten foundation of the testimony of Frank C. 
Oxman, the State’s star witness. Suddenly it became known to all the world 
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that did not will to believe a lie, that Gxman was certainly guilty of suborning 
perjury, and almost certainly guilty of perjury of the most dastardly brand. 

"To save the conspiracy Oxman had to be saved. Jf Ox man went to prison 
it would he most too embarrassing to send Mooney to the death bouse, even for 
conspirators as callous as ever plotted against human flesh and blood, whether 
from cowardly or sordid motives. No matter that Oxman smelled so of perjury 
and blood that a decent lawyer could not approach him without bolding his 
nose, no matter at what cost to the reputation of California courts, he had to 
be saved, 

“The lawyer selected for the job was Samuel Morgan Shortridge, now serving 
in the United States Senate, coterminously with Tom Mooney's service in the 
California State Prison. He was reputed to be a smart lawyer. He performed 
the easy trick; easy because his associates were past masters at court "rigging". 
Oxman went forth a free man. The black shadow fell on Mooney. The smart 
lawyer (it has often been publicly stated, without its truth being questioned) 
got $10,000 for his "honest labor." 

This is the man the major San Francisco labor leaders endorsed—the man 
who voted to confirm yellow-dog Parker for the Supreme Court; who never 
falls to defend the special interests of Big Business. In contrast with Sbortridge, 
William Kent was not only a staunch supporter of organized labor, he was also 
a sincere friend of Billings and myself. During the agonizing days of 1917, 
when the defense was fighting against overwhelming odds. Congressman Kent 
sent a check for $500.00 to help establish our innocence. 

Why should we be surprised that the labor leaders endorsed Shortridge? 
Were they not "bought and paid for?" Unfortunately this can be said about 
most California labor politicians. They never hesitate to betray the rank and 
file—-tor a price. And the price need not be large. 

I challenge California's major labor leaders to prove this statement does 
not apply to them. Too often they drive cold-blooded hard cash bargains for 
their political endorsements. After the elections, when the rank and file compel 
them to seek concessions and privileges as a result of their support, they are 
told they have nothing coming. They were paid In advance. That is one of 
the reasons why unionists Imprisoned because they were active during strikes 
in California, fare so badly. Their leaders cannot help them. The politicians 
refuse to comply with the timid demands of the labor officials to "do something 
tor pur r men in San Quentin." Men who are paid for their political support 
cannot expect to he respected by cynical politicians, 

John O'Connell, Secretary of the San Francisco Labor Council, states that: . 
"Mooney's statements are a fabric of falsehoods." I challenge him to explain 
why he, and all the other labor politicians named in the pamphlet, supported 
my jailer, ex-Governor Young. If this was not a betrayal; if this was not an 
endorsement for Young's denial of my pardon; if this was not an open declara¬ 
tion that the labor leaders did not consider my case a vital labor issue; what 
was it? Do these men think they can fool the rank and file always? Do they 
think they can pass resolutions asking for my "release"-—at the same time 
support my jailer—and win the approval of the workers? 

This is not the first time the California labor politicians have supported 
one of my jailers. No California worker will ever forget that rabid hater of 
labor, W, D, Stephens, who was one time governor of this state. On innumerable 
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occasions during bis tenure of office he demonstrated his contempt for the 
labor movement. It was he who vetoed the anti-injunction bill which was 
passed by the legislature at the solicitation of organized labor after 20 years 
of effort; it was ho who sponsored the criminal syndicalist bill under which 
hundreds of militant workers were confined In the penitentiaries of this state, 
eight of whom are now in San Quentin facing sentences of 42 years In connection 
with the Imperial Valley cases; it was he who openly bragged that he would 
keep Mooney and Billings ' in'' for life. 

The A. F. of L t Convention at Cincinnati in June, 1922, passed a strong 
resolution requesting Governor Stephens to pardon Billings and myself, and 
ordered that this request be presented by a committee appointed by the Execu- 
tive Council, On November 29th, 1919, Stephens refused an audience to the 
committee and wrote the following claptrap, in explanation: 

Dear Mr, Scharrenberg: 

1 have your letter of November 11th, wherein you advise me that President 
Gompers of the American Federation of Labor lias notified you of the appoint¬ 
ment of a committee of five California Trade Unionists to wait upon me and 
urge that a pardon be granted to Tom Mooney and Wqrren 1C* Billings, so that 
they may have their freedom, or at least a new trial on one of the indictments 
pending against them. 

If you have nothing new to offer but are merely joining in the "drive” in 
behalf of Mooney and taking part in the remarkable and unwarranted propa¬ 
ganda in his behalf, then I beg respectfully, but definitely, to inform your 
committee that so far as I am concerned the case is closed. I cannot think the 
members of your committee have other than a proper regard for law and order 
and for the orderly processes of the law. But in rny judgment a grave injury 
is being done labor everywhere when it is made to appear, by tH ase that occupy 
places of leadership, that organized labor champions such \ heartless and 
vicious murderer as Thomas J, Mooney, 

In the campaign of misstatements and deception conduct* d in the efforts 
to free Mooney, he has been pictured as a martyr to the eau e of labor. This 
Is ridiculous and absurd. 

Tlio men and women who constitute the sound and worthy citizenship of 
labor's ranks did not regard Mooney in the light of a martyr but as a menace 
to the cause. Organized labor should purge itself of Mooneylsm for Mooneylsm 
can but discredit and break down a movement that has so many worthy 
accomplishments to its credit. Tt is my duty and my purpose to continue to 
stand for law and order t and against the dishonorable and vicious propaganda 
that is being conducted in the interest of this arch-murderer . . , 


Very truly yours, 

WILLIAM D. STEPHENS, Governor. 


(Signed) 


Yet in the face of this direct, deliberate insult to Labor, 152 major "labor 
leaders” of California did their utmost to help renominate Stephens in the 
August primary elections of 192 2, He was strongly supported by: 


11 International Officers 
35 Presidents of Labor Bodies 
11 Vice Presidents of Labor Bodies 
23 Secretary-Treasurers 


24 Business Agents 
24 Secretaries 

1 General Organizer of the A. F. of L 
S Organizers 


9 Executive Board Members 
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The most prominent labor leaders wlio endorsed Stephens were: 

PAUI/ SCHAREENBERG, Secretary-Treasurer, California Federation of Labor: 

MICHAEL CASEY, Vice President, International Brotherhood of Teamsters; 

JOHN A. O'CONNELL, Secretary, San Francisco Labor Council; 

FRANK C. MoDONALD, President, California Building Trades Council; 

L. J + FLAHERTY, President, San Francisco Building Trades Council; 

J. B + DALE, Organizer, American Federation of Labor; 

SETH R, BROWN, President, California Federation of Labor; 

JAMES R WILSON, Organizer, Brotherhood of Teamsters; 

W. J. CONBOY, Organizer, Joint Council of Teamsters; 

THOMAS A. MALONEY, President, Riggers and Stevedores; 

DANIEL C. MURPHY, Past President, California Federation of Labor; 

JAMES E, HOPKINS, Vice President, California Federation of Labor; 

WM. T. BONSOR, Past President, San Francisco Labor Council; 

D. J. SULLIVAN, Past President, California Federation of Labor. 

Did the labor leaders think the demand of the entire membership of the 
trade union movement of no consequence? Stephens treated the representatives 
of labor with contempt. The resolution of the A. F, of L* he considered a mere 
scrap of paper. The labor politicians knew that Stephens was unfit to be 
governor of this state. They knew that he kept Billings and me in prison be¬ 
cause the Chamber of Commerce so ordered. Still they betrayed, not only me, 
but almost every international, every state federation, every labor and building 
trades council and every local union that demanded we be pardoned. For the 
sake of personal gain and political preferment, these “leaders” totally Ignored 
the Vital interests of the workers. 

Yes, vital interests. It is not merely the man Tom Mooney that Is kept in 
San Quentin; it is Tom Mooney, the symbol of Labor's militant struggles. So 
long as labor politicians are willing to have me kept In the penitentiary, so long 
will they betray labor; their desertion is an open declaration to Big Business 
that militant labor men are not to be tolerated. 

Again I challenge Scharrenberg, Casey, O’Connell, McDonald and the other 
major labor leaders to publicly state how much money was received and spent 
by the Union Labor-Governor Stephens Club, From what source did this 
organization receive its funds? How much was received? To whom was it paid? 
For what purposes? How much did each of the corrupt labor leaders receive 
for their foul betrayal of organized labor, of Billings and myself? 

I challenge the corrupt labor leaders to publish financial statements in con¬ 
nection with Governor Stephens" campaigns In 1918 and 1 922, and Governor 
Young's campaigns in 1926 and 1 930. They do not dare publish these financial 
statements. Their actions during these four gubernatorial campaigns are 
shady. Their transactions come under the scope of the corrupt practice act 
governing election contributions and expenditures. 

I challenge the California leaders of the A, F. of L. to state that they will 
support forthright, militant trade unionists. I have proof they will do no 
such thing. At the height of the Billings Supreme Court hearing last August, 
1930, Roe Baker, then President of the San Francisco Labor Council, came to 
see me and questioned me at length on my philosophy of life. He wanted to 
know if the years had softened me; If my outlook on life was more philosophic 
than of old; if the years had mellowed me, I had to tell Roe Baker most 
emphatically that l was a man of action, that I believed inertia would lead to 
decay and death; that my spirit was untamed; that I was not sorry for any 

6 











acta of my life—I had no regrets, I was still fighting and would continue to 
fight to the end. 

Roe Baker frankly stated he was sorry, very sorry, to learn I had not yet 
been “cured,” Why was he sorry? Was it because he thought 1 might soon be 
pardoned, and that I would endanger the labor leaders? Without a doubt 
I received this visit from the former president of the labor council because he 
was asked to ascertain my “potential power for mischief.” The labor leaders 
wanted to be certain I would not harm the “regular trade union movement 11 if 
I were pardoned. Their real fear is loss of their own soft jobs, 

A few days after Baker’s visit T learned that the Scripps-Howard newspapers 
sent one of their representatives to see several of the leading members of the 
Chamber of Commerce and asked them to sign a petition asking for my pardon. 
Ail these men informed the Scrlpps-Howard envoy that they would sign such a 
petition only if I first signed an agreement they wanted to submit to me. This 
agreement to state that if I was released I would immediately begin working at 
my trade; that T would agree not to again mention “frameup", nor agitate, write 
or lecture about my case. Generally, they wanted me to agree “to he good. 1 ' This 
agreement was submitted to me in the presence of the warden at San Quentin. 
I was emphatic when I stated I would never sign such a document, I would 
never bind myself to observe rules of conduct dictated by the Chamber of 
Commerce, I am innocent; when I am pardoned 1 want to leave San Quentin 
without any conditions, I want to be a free man. 

There is no doubt that when the representatives of the Scrlpps-Howard 
newspapers Informed the influential members of the Chamber of Commerce 
I had refused to sign this statement, they decided that I must remain in San 
Quentin. And when Roe Baker informed the leaders of the San Francisco 
Labor Council that my spirit was untamed they too decided I should not be 
pardoned. Together, the labor leaders and the Chamber of Commerce have 
banded themselves to protect the bankers and industrialists of this state. They 
believe that, since I am a symbol of militant labor, my pardon might arouse 
the workers and give them an insight Into their power, so they are determined 
I am not to bo pardoned until I am broken in spirit. 

I challenge the leaders of the San Francisco Labor Council to show they are 
anxious to help me to secure my pardon, notwithstanding my militant attitude. 
Hereafter, I shall not consider that the adoption of a resolution asking that 
I be “released”, a sign of good faith. Resolutions, speeches, statements to the 
press—these are but empty gestures. Words mean very little. From now on 
action alone will convince me that the labor leaders want me pardoned. Let 
those that urge my “release” write the governor under their own signature 
and demand my pardon. Let those who state they know I am innocent write 
the governor and inform him that my pardon is a vital labor issue in this state. 
No longer will I tolerate the deception practiced on the rank and file by the 
adoption of meaningless resolutions or the presentation of “petitions.” No more 
empty words. I demand concrete action. There must be an uncompromising 
militancy without “driving bargains” of any sort—“hard cash" or otherwise. 

After the publication of the first edition of this pamphlet, the San Francisco 
Daily News published a two column review of the data against the labor leaders. 
Immediately they denied the truth of the accusations. The Daily News then 
editorially called upon the labor leaders to sign their names to an honor roll 
of labor leaders who demanded and would work for my pardon. Only one labor 
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leader notified the News that he wished to be listed on the Labor Honor Roll — - 
James Hopkins- Only one labor leader was able to meet the challenge issued 
by the Daily News. And 1 do not consider that James Hopkins has the right 
to appear on the Labor Honor Roll. Hopkins supported the demand for a 
pardon by words; but not by actions. As Vice President of the California Federa¬ 
tion of Labor, he endorsed and actively supported two of my jailers, ex-Gover- 
nors Stephens and Young. His acts are irreconcilable with his words. 

I have been betrayed by too many labor leaders. I distrust most of them. 
Did not a former officer of my own local union help Fickert perpetrate the 
frameup? Michael J. Roach was once an o If leer of Holders Union No. 164, Later 
he became assistant district attorney under Pickert and some years ago was 
elected Superior Court Judge. And then note his performance: 

Just before leaving office In 1919, Fickert tried to have the remaining 
indictment against me dismissed. T had insistently demanded to he again tried 
on one of the remaining indictments, but Fickert, who knew I would be 
acquitted if ever tried again, refused. When Fickert sought re-election in 1919, 
he was opposed by Mathew Brady, who made a civic pledge that “if he was 
elected he would try Mooney on one of the remaining indictments," Brady 
defeated Fickert. This frameup artist, mindful of Brady's pledge, immediately 
sought to have the indictments dismissed before Brady could take office. 

Accordingly he appeared in the Superior Court presided over by Michael 
Roach and asked him to help continue the frameup. Roach did not hesitate, 
though he could have refused to comply with Fiekert's wishes. Overruling 
the protest of my counsel,, refusing to listen to my plea, he dismissed the 
Indictments against me, and thus aided labor's enemies. 

Roach knew me well, w T e had been fraternal brothers in the same union. 
But when his masters, the corporations, speaking through Fickert, demanded 
that I be kept in prison. Roach readily became a partner to the frameup crew. 

That is one of the reasons I challenge all labor leaders to prove, through 
their actions, they want me pardoned. I have been betrayed too often, and too 
underhandedly, to ever again be fooled by mere words. Michael Roach did not 
have to use words. His action was eloquent testimony that he was a servant 
of the corporations. When the labor leaders who endorsed Governor Stephens 
state they are sincere when they urge my pardon, I say —hypocrites. When the 
labor leaders who endorsed Governor Young state they want me pardoned 1 
say — hypocrites. Men w f ho support my jailers do not want me pardoned. Let 
them be honest enough to admit this. 

Long before the Preparedness Day parade explosion I knew’ the San Fran¬ 
cisco labor leaders were arch-hypocrites. My experience when I tried to organize 
the platform men of the United Railroads Company in 1916 convinced me these 
men were staunch servants of the corporations. The story of the infamous 
alliance between the San Francisco labor leaders and the notoriously open-shop 
United Railroads begins in 1907 when the officials of the United Railroads were 
on trial £qt bribing public officials. They were desperate. Public opinion was 
at last aroused against them. With Machiavelian cunning they decided to divert 
public attention from themselves and win the sympathy of their fellow capital¬ 
ists. In order to do this, they resorted to an effective machination of large 
corporations; they conspired with the servile labor leaders to have them call 
a strike of the carmen. No more inopportune time, from the point of view of 
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the employees of the United Railroads, could have been chosen. The way was 
carefully prepared and the Carmen's Union was lead to certain slaughter. All 
the resources of capital were rallied to the support of the United Railroads, 
and the splendid, militant Carmen's Union of San Francisco was crushed. The 
plan of the United Railroads proved highly successful. The ‘'labor leaders 1 ' 
paid only lip service to the strike and fully, though secretly, cooperated with 
the United Railroads. Due to the excitement caused by the street car strike 
public attention was diverted from the trials of the railway officials, and when 
a little later the prosecutions were abandoned, there w r as no protest. As stated 
elsewhere in this pamphlet, labor leaders such as P. H. McCarthy, Michael 
Casey, John O'Connell and John McLaughlin had an actual working political 
alliance with the union busting corporation. Charles Fickert was selected by 
the United Railroads to run as District Attorney, but, ho was nominated and 
elected on the same political ticket as P, H. McCarthy and the other labor 
politicians who were supported by the Union Labor Party, In The election of 
113 00, The labor politicians betrayed the carmen; Fickert dismissed the indict¬ 
ment against the railway officials; all proved them selves to be servile retainers 
of the corporation. 

Nine years after the union was smashed I sought to reorganize the United 
Railroad employees. Tile 1915 A. F. of L. convention was held in San Francisco, 
Among others who attended its sessions was William D. Mahon, President of 
the Amalgamated Association of Street and Electric Railways Employees of 
America, I fully outlined a plan that I thought would prove successful in re¬ 
organizing the Carmen's Union and asked Mahon's authorization to try to 
organize the 220 0 platform men of the United Railroads. Mahon smiled, some¬ 
what cynically I thought, as I outlined my plans and said: “Young man, in the 
past nine years, I have made several attempts to do the very thing you suggest, 
and every time I have met with secret local opposition from the labor leaders 
- they absolutely refuse to loud any co-operation and will do everything to 
block the organisation of (hose men," Nevertheless Mahon gave me permission 
to go ahead and try. I tried—and my frameup followed. 

Due to the very efficient labor spy system used by the U. R, R, it was 
extremely difficult to approach their employees, who feared the loss of their 
job. After a hard struggle I secured a sufficient number of members to obtain 
a charter. I then sought the sanction of the San Francisco Labor Council for 
the proposed carmen's strike. On June 23, 1915, the question was considered 
by the Council and referred “to the special committee appointed on said 
matter." On June 30, 1916, “the resolution relative to organizing the men of 
the United Railroads was discussed at length and referred to the sub-committee 
who has been handling this matter, with the Instructions to confer with Presi¬ 
dent Lilienthu! (of the United Railroads)." A few flays later, July 15, 1916, 
the San Francisco Examiner stated: 

“About a month ago Mooney prevailed upon President W. D. Mahon of the 
Amalgamated Association of Street Railway men's Unions to appoint him organ¬ 
izer of a strike against the United Railroads. He appeared before the San Fran¬ 
cisco Labor Council several times to ask their promise of support in case a 
strike was called. It was never given him. He said he has promises from the 
International Union of ? 60,000 to finance a strike .... When the Labor 
Council voted on the question of supporting the projected strike of the United 
Railroad's carmen the vote stood 30 against 4 in favor. The four votes were 
registered by the four delegates from the Municipal Carmens Union." 
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July IT, 1916, Frederick Ely, writing in the San Francisco Bulletin, stated: 

■‘The labor leaders and the San Francisco Labor Council did everything 
possible to discourage drastic action against the United Railroads in an attempt 
to organize the platform men of the company. They refused to endorse a 
proposed strike against the company, advocated mediation and conciliation, 
and sought a conference with President Jesse W. Lilienthal of the United 
Railroads.” 

The Labor Council refused to help the strike on the grounds that there 
were no funds to support such a difficult struggle. I immediately wired Presi¬ 
dent Mahon who replied that he would place $60,000 in a bank in San Francisco 
to be used for strike benefits after the men were on strike. But this telegram 
did not interest the Council. 


It was decided to call the strike without the sanction of the Labor Council, 
A headquarters was rented for the new union, and thorough preparations were 
made for the strike with the loyal assistance of local Municipal Garments Union 
No. 5IB. Strike notices were sent to every employee of the company and at the 
appointed time the street cars were tied up on the main thoroughfare of the city 
and all streets intersecting it. But due to the treachery of the labor leaders the 
carmen failed to respond. 


What did the labor leaders do? They proved themselves most devoted tools 
of the United Railroads Corporation, and by far the most efficient strike breakers 
conceivable, A few days before the strike was called, John O’Donnell, Secretary 
of the Labor Council, was quoted as stating to a reporter of the San Francisco 
Call (July 13, 1916): 



"The San Francisco Labor Council has not endorsed a proposed strike of the 
platform men employed by the United Railroads. Neither has the Labor Council 
authorised any person to convey the impression that the Council has taken 
such action.” 

O'Donnell's statement was clipped from the newspaper and posted upon the 
official bulletin boards of each carbarn of the United Railroads. 

The result of O’Connell's statement was confusion in the ranks of the carmen. 
Thk United Railroads posted a notice to the effect that “Thomas J. Mooney, a 
dynamiter, was attempting to organize the employees of the United Railroads 
into a union,” and the carmen were warned that any of them “found to be 
affiliated with Mooney or any union will be promptly discharged.” 

There is no doubt that there was an understanding between O'Connell, the 
other “labor leaders”, and the United Railroads. Today, 24 years after the 
street car men were betrayed, during their strike of 1907, these men are still 
unorganized. 

After I was arrested for the Preparedness Day bomb explosion, Charles M. 
Fickert, frameup District Attorney, sent a telegram, August 4, 1916, to Presi¬ 
dent Shouts, of the Interborough Rapid Transit Company in New York, and 
stated: 

“I have documentary evidence that Tom Mooney ... is an accredited agent 
of W, D, Mahon . . . and that he was in constant correspondence with him in 
reference to the San Francisco conditions , . . Mooney's expense account was 
sent to Mahon.” 




Nr 
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New York City i\l that time was in the midst of a traction strike, and 
Fickert, the ally and fellow political nominee of the labor leaders, was quick 
to see that it would help President Shouts to link Mahon with me, because I 
had been indicted for the Preparedness Day bomb explosions. To a Fickert or 
a Shouts, 1 "Mooney” was merely representative of militant labor. That is why 
l feel that the Mo on ey-B tilings case is symbolical of the class struggle in 
America, In this connection the case itself serves as tile finest expression of the 
identity of interests between most of the leaders of the American Federation of 
Labor and the labor-oppressing employers in the United States. 

Since the first edition of this pamphlet was published, the treacherous role 
of the A, F. of L. leadership has become more glaring, more brazen* The 
enormous and enthusiastic response that greeted the first edition has made 
this revised and enlarged edition absolutely necessary. I feel the additional 
facts revealing the close links between the California labor leaders and the 
corporations, the alliance of the labor politicians with the Chamber of Commerce 
and the state officials, the sheer hypocrisy of the meaningless resolutions 
put forward at various times by these labor leaders, will be understood with 
greater clarity as a result of the data included In this ‘'challenge,” 

At this time I think that the attitude of the leaders of the A, F. of L, should 
again be examined. President Green, after a prolonged silence, was compelled 
to answer some of the charges contained in the first edition of this pamphlet. 
He stated that “hundreds of thousands of dollars had been devoted by the 
organizations affiliated with the A, F, of L, to the Mooney defense , , ■ ” Only 
a sophist could utter such half-truths. Of course, "organizations affiliated with 
the A. F, of L." have helped in my defense, Time and again I have reiterated 
that the rank and file of the unions have given me devoted and loyal help; 
repeatedly have I stated that financial support was given my defense by hundreds 
of locals because the rank and file so ordered, but, does the help I received 
from the rank and file indicate that the higher leadership of the A. F. of L. 
also helped my defense? It was President Green's opinion that "In view of 
the contributions labor unions had made to the Mooney Committee’s work 
during the past 14 years, and in view of the regular action on the resolutions 
submitted by friends of the prisoners, the Federation spokesmen deserved credit 
as helpers of Mooney.” I challenge President Green to prove that a single dollar 
was ever donated by the A. F. of L. unless the rank and file insisted that funds 
be sent for my defense. I challenge President Green to prove that a single 
resolution was ever adopted unless the rank and file demanded that I be helped 
this way. Let President Green explain the failure of the 1927 Los Angeles con¬ 
vention to adopt a resolution when meeting in the midst of the "frameup” state. 
Can President Green state how much help was given the defense by the Execu¬ 
tive Council of the A, F. of L. during the past 15 years? How much was con¬ 
tributed directly by the A, F. of L.? How many letters are there in the Gover¬ 
nor's office from members of the Executive Council urging my pardon? 

President Green is not the only sophist among the loaders of the A, F. of L, 
Can any words adequately characterize the action of the Executive Council of 
the A. F. of L. last January at its annual winter meeting in the South? Not 
the South of Gastonia, Marion or Danville. No indeed. The South of the tired 
hankers and Industrialists, the much over-worked politicians, the bored, coupon- 
clipping patricians—Miami, Florida. There, far removed from the sweat and 
grime and pain of the workers, the Executive Council of the A. F. of L, 
announced that it had voted in favor of the adjournment of Congress, Friends 
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of labor were shocked at the way labor had been left open for a wage-slashing 
attack. Workers know that Congress at all times protects the bankers and 
industrialists of this country, but at least a few representatives had been able 
to show up the worst attacks on the workers. And the Executive Council was 
eager to have even this pitiful safeguard destroyed! The abject attitude of the 
leaders of the A, F. of L. on even a secondary question such as the continued 
session of the Congress gives us the measure of its 'leadership." Neither did the 
A, F, of L, protest when the Bed Cross refused to accept a meager appropriation 
by Congress to be expended by it in the relief of the unemployed and drought 
victims. It is unthinkable that the A. F. of L. leadership would demand an 
extra session of Congress, or that it would insist that real and effective measures 
be enacted for the relief of millions of needy workers and farmers. 

The face of the A, F. of L. leadership—in all its ugliness—is clearly revealed 
by the statement issued from Miami, telling the world that: 

"The Executive Council of the A, F, of L. has resolved, in its session in 
Miami, Fla., to undertake a mighty, nation-wide campaign to compel the repeal 
of the Volstead Act. Entire organized labor will be mobilized in behalf of this 
fight, A special lobby is to work in the Congress to achieve this end." 

Obedient to their masters, these "leaders of labor" attempt to divert the 
workers from real issues: Unemployment, wage cuts, the power trust. They 
deceive them with a spurious issue of colossal hypocrisy—Prohibition. 

Ten million workers of city and farm cry for the necessities of life—food, 
clothing and shelter. But the Executive Council of the A. F. of L. proclaims 
"light wines and beer" to be the major issue confronting the workers! 

I intend this "challenge" as a call to the American workers for action. It 
is issued at a time when the toilers are gathering their forces for new and 
gigantic battles against intolerable conditions. I have tried to unmask and to 
thoroughly expose those who are a check upon, and a constant hindrance to, 
the progress of the workers. How well I know that the enemies of the workers 
can, through their present power, cast into dungeons those who dare to tell 
the truth. The enemies of labor can persecute and kill in their mad but futile 
endeavor to suppress the truth, but there is no power on earth that can still 
the waves of the struggle for freedom, which, w r Ith ever increasing intensity, 
thrqugh the awakening power of the workers, is pounding the ship of capitalism 
to pieces upon the rocks of its own contradictions. And like all preceding 
systems that fail to satisfy the needs of the toiling masses, Capitalism will be 
sunk into the oblivion of history, with its dark shadows of poverty and ex¬ 
ploitation, by the conscious power of the toilers. Then the downtrodden masses 
will turn their faces toward a new morning sun of working class freedom, in 
its beautiful crimson* the color of our pulsing blood, the symbol of life, liberty 
and social justice. When the capitalist system shall be no more, and a workers' 
commonwealth established through their own political and Industrial power* 
only then will a true civilization be attained. Workers, you are your own 
Saviors and Masters, Truth, coupled w T ith courageous and united action, will 
set you free. Opportunism, fear, ignorance and superstition will keep you in 
slavery. Fight for your rights and historic destiny—and my pardon. 


May 28, 1931. 


12 


TOM MOONEY. 











All Opcu Letter to Warren K. Billings 

California State Prison, 

San Quentin, California, 
January 5, 1931, 


Warren K. Billings, 10699, 
Folsom Prison, 

Represa, California. 


My clear Warren: 

Our loyal devotion and energetic militant services to organized labor have 
earned us the undying hatred of that all-powerful foe—Capital. Mammon con¬ 
ceived, gave birth, nurtured, paid for, directed and executed the Preparedness 
Day bomb explosion. Organized capital framed ub for it, mobilized all its forces 
to bring about our destruction, tried to completely discredit the labor movement, 
forever wipe out the closed shop, and make San Francisco a non-union open shop 
town. This plan fairly well succeeded. Through a high pressure campaign of 
publicity an atmosphere surcharged with guilt was created, and then we were 
framed, tried, convicted and railroaded to the "pen" for life—we never did have 
the “chance of a snowball in hell/* Today we are as securely imprisoned as wo 
were 15 years ago, notwithstanding that all material evidence against us is 
completely discredited and destroyed. 

Recently, Duncan Aikman, of the Baltimore “Sun," interviewed several 
of the leading members of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce on "the 
Mooney case." They had no doubts about "Mooney’s guilt," in fact they all 
agreed "he was guilty as hell." To one of these men Duncan Aikman put this 
question; 

"Then if Mooney Is to your satisfaction proved innocent of the 
Preparedness Day murder, you believe in finding a way of keeping him 
in Jail permanently?" "We've got a way," he answered earnestly, 

"He’s there." 

And "there" we shall remain until a real labor movement and all true 
friends of labor demand our pardon and insist it be granted immediately. We 
are the victims of class prejudice and class justice. It is not "evidence" that 
keeps ns in prison. The dictatorship of Capital keeps us "there." 

John J, Leary, Labor Editor of the New York "World" and the official 
spokesman for the A. F, of L. on the daily press, conhrms Duncan Aikman's 
article. Leary Is in a strategic position to secure accurate information. He is 
in close touch with all the leaders of the A. F. of L. and has their complete 
confidence, Some weeks ago he received a very significant letter from a well 
informed correspondent who is in close touch with Governor Rolph and his 
intimate friends and political supporters. The letter was published, in part, 
in the New York World, December 21, 1930, and stated: 
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”1 have made it: my business to get the position of Governor Rolph’s closest 
friends and advisers on the Mooney-Billings cage. It is voiced by perhaps his 
closest friend and most important hacker, 

41 ‘What would those fellows do If they were ever released?' was his question. 

"In other words, there is no consideration of the innocence or guilt of these 
men. All that is considered is that « „ . they would be trouble-makers if they 
were given their freedom.” 

This letter reveals the dominant thought of all the real rulers of California. 
Ever since our innocence was conclusively proven, the only thought of the 
captains of finance and industry has been, “What would those fellows do if they 
were ever released?” And so, because of class fear and class hate, we remain 
in prison, after all these long years. 

Incredible as it may seem, the greatest support given Capital in this 
infamous frameup has come from the major labor leaders of San Francisco. 
Paul Scharrenberg, Secretary, State Federation of Tabor, attacked our defense 
committee and myself with malicious cunning at the September, 1930, Marysville 
Convention of the California State Federation of Labor. Scharrenberg knows 
that it is Vital for our defense that funds be collected, at least lie does not 
deny that they are needed, but he has done, and is still doing, everything within 
his power to sabotage the Defense Committee's efforts to secure funds—thus 
effectually blocking our chance for a real defense. He knows that no organiza¬ 
tion under his control lias ever donated one cent for our defense during the 
past 13 years? he knows that none of the donors to our funds have ever ques¬ 
tioned the administration of the moneys given us; yet he has the effrontery to 
demand an accounting from our committee. A financial statement will be pub¬ 
lished, not because Scharrenberg demands ore, but to prove how baseless are his 
charges. Remember that It is Scharrenberg, more than any one else, who Is 
responsible for the stand taken by the 1 927 A. F. of L, convention in Los An¬ 
geles, when for the first time in (he history of our case no resolution demanding 
our pardon ivas passed by the delegates. This was done because Scharrenberg 
wanted to protect his dear friend Governor Young from embarrassment. It was 
through Scharrenberg's vicious indue nee that this same convention outlawed our 
defense by passing a resolution preventing any labor organization directly char¬ 
tered by the A. F. of L. from donating funds for our vindication. 

Again I say that all the major labor leaders are our worst enemies, because: 

(1) They supported and helped elect Fickert; 

(2) They supported and helped elect the governors that would not even 
review our case; 

(3) For fourteen years they have been members of the various cabinets 
appointed by the governors, and never once have these “leaders" of 
labor made a gesture indicating genuine disapproval when we were 
denied justice; 

(4) Not one of these “labor leaders” has ever written a letter to any gover¬ 

nor of this state sincerely urging our pardon; 

(&) Never have these "leaders" stated that the support of labor could not 
be given to a governor who refused to heed the universal demand of 
the entire trade-union movement for our pardon; 

(61 They have never made our case. Inextricably linked with the continuous 
struggle between Capital and Labor, a vital issue in this state or nation; 
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(7) They repeatedly stated our case was not a labor Issue; 

{B) They gave the California Governors to understand that to pardon us 
would “ disturb the regular labor movement”—they want us “paroled/* 
not pardoned; 

(9) They even demoralized my defense and subverted the former secretary 
of the Tom Mooney Motders Defense Committee. 

The fiftieth convention of the A. F. of L, held In Boston clearly demonstrated 
that not only the California labor leaders are corrupt and treacherous, but that 
almost the whole A. F. of L. leadership is bankrupt. There are 9,000,000 un¬ 
employed in this country, yet, these ‘‘leaders” chirp the “Song of Wall Street" 
to starving workers! The A. F. of L. tells them it would be degrading if they 
were given genuine governmental unemployed relief, but looks with approval 
as these tollers, in misery, suffer the keenest and most humiliating degradation 
at the hands of Community Chests and private charity! The A. F. of L. post¬ 
poned consideration of the six-hour day for one year so its “graveyard”—the 
Executive Council—could “study” the measure. It threw the five-day week into 
the discard with other measures of unemployment relief, but approvingly echoed 
the words of President Green at the Boston Chamber of Commerce banquet: 
“There are some people who are trying to use these troubled times of depression 
to break down our Government,” 

If there was real leadership at the helm of the A, F. of L. at this moment, 
and if it took advantage of the present situation, the six-hour day and five-day 
week without pay reductions could be established. The present leaders of the 
A, F, of Li. are too cowardly even to try to secure these measures. In fact, they 
denounce and brand as an enemy of the country, anyone who mentions any real 
measure of relief for the 9,000,000 jobless workers and their dependents’— 
probably 27,000,000 people. 

Our struggle for freedom is inextricably bound up with the whole question 
of the future of the American workers. Our victory will be a guarantee that 
they too must win if there is a leadership capable of strengthening the A. F. of 
L., and not keeping it stagnant or weakening it. Out of the present leadership, 
which ia thoroughly corrupted, no fundamental progress can be expected. That 
must proceed from the rank and file of the labor movement. Therefore, I am 
placing our case and the facts proving the labor leaders betrayed us before the 
organized labor movement of America for its judgment. These lieutenants of 
Capital masquerading as labor leaders must be exposed; they are the worst 
enemies of a real organized labor movement. It is our duty to help expose their 
culpability. They are our worst foes. They are the foes of all militant workers. 

The major labor leaders not only have betrayed us, sabotaged our defense, 
and vilified our characters; they have been equally villainous toward other 
militant workers. Did the A, F. of L. make an effort to prevent Sacco-Vanzetti, 
the noble labor martyrs, from being “burned in the chair?” Have they raised a 
finger to help the long suffering Centralia boys? Are they doing anything to aid 
J. B. McNamara and Matthew Schmidt? Or the victims of the 1932 Railroad 
Shopmen's strike, John Cornelison and Claude Merritt? Or the two carpenters, 
Georg© Peace and Gus Madsen? Or the eight Imperial Valley organizers con¬ 
victed solely because they tried to unionize agricultural workers? All these 
men are suffering like ourselves in California penitentiaries, but not a word, not 
a gesture do the labor leaders make to help them, or us. 

If I were given a choice of submitting my case for solution to a jury of 12 
major labor leaders of San Francisco, or 12 members of the Chamber of Com- 
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merce, I would choose the latter. 1 know the Chamber of Commerce is openly 
and determinedly resolved that we should never secure a pardon. I also know 
that the labor leaders share the same point of view, but they are too hypocritical 
and cowardly to overtly and honestly state they do not want us pardoned. 1 
would much rather face avowed enemies, such as the Chamber of Commerce, 
than treacherous and iniquitous “friends 11 such as the Scharrenbergs, Caseys, 
Mullens, and O'Connells. 

I earnestly call your attention to the conversation on page 33 between 
John O'Connell, Secretary of the San Francisco Labor Council, and Rebecca 
Rainey, which occurred five days before O'Connell and a committee from the 
Labor Council called upon Governor Stephens “to put me away for life.” One 
day after the committee's “petition” to the Governor, he did just what O'Connell 
told Rebecca Rainey he should do—‘“put me away for life” in San Quentin. 
This is what John O’Connell considers “justice” for a “framed” though innocent 
militant trade unionist. 

I know, Warren, that the statements 1 am making will surprise you. Fully 
do I realise you are not aware of the real attitude of the labor leaders. Other¬ 
wise, how could you ask that representatives of the San Francisco Labor Council 
assume charge of our defense committee? Or that Paul Scharrenberg be given 
a voice in our defense? 

Be assured, when all the facts are known, the rank and file of labor will 
agree that we have been betrayed, and that it was necessary to expose the Tole of 
the labor leaders in our case. I do hope you, too, will soon understand my posi¬ 
tion, and that you will realize it was essential for our defense that “friends" 
such as the labor leaders be unmasked and denounced, 

I am asking the Tom Mooney Holders Defense Committee to comply with 
your wish, and to eliminate your name from this pamphlet, when possible. I 
am exceedingly sorry this is necessary. The paraph lot was originally entitled 
Labor Leaders Betray Mooney and Billings. The present title was substituted 
when you informed the Tom Mooney Molders Defense Committee that you did 
not agree with the policy of the committee and that it was your intention to 
organize a separate defense committee. For this reason your name appears in 
the pamphlet only when it is absolutely necessary that it be mentioned in order 
to present the true facts and conclusions arising from the actions of the labor 
leaders. I want you to fully understand that the Defense Committee is not 
going to use your name in order to help my defense. Furthermore, complying 
with your request, all our friends will be informed you do not wish to continue 
our long association. 

Notwithstanding the separation of the cases, the Tom Mooney Molders De¬ 
fense Committee will continue to do its utmost to secure your pardon. I want 
to assure you that at all times you may depend upon me to do my utmost to 
help you. Our cases are inseparable. Only when I receive a pardon will you 
also be given one. 

With sincere greetings of loyalty and devotion to you in the cause of organ¬ 
ized labor, I am as ever, 

Always your friend, 
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Outraged public opinion lias again witnessed a disgusting spectacle of sham 
democracy at its worst: The California Supreme Court justices sitting as a 
non-judicial "fact-finding" commission to once again pass on the application 
for pardon of Warren Billings, This "commission' 1 was convened Cor the os¬ 
tensible purpose of hearing the confession of perjury voluntarily given by John 
McDonald without whose testimony Billings could not have been convicted in 
1916; but it turned the hearing into an extra-legal farce— a "trial" without the 
presence of tlie defendants* 

Tom Mooney was brutally refused permission to testify before the commis¬ 
sion, and could not refute lying statements made against him. Warren Billings 
was "third-degreed" for five hours at Folsom Prison by this alleged "fact-find¬ 
ing" commission. The justices never asked him a single question about the crime 
for which he has been unjustly imprisoned for 15 years. While the Supreme 
Court Justices were grilling Billings, browbeating Fremont Older, sneering at 
tangible evidence, they openly encouraged the most questionable and far-fetched 
testimony against Mooney and Billings. Fickert, Cunha, Berry and GoF, the 
despicable frame-up crow of 101G-17, "assisted” the commission and helped the 
Court continue the perpetration of this Infamous frameup, Every one from dope 
fiends to the discredited prosecutors was permitted to testify, A mass of con¬ 
flicting testimony resulted. But it was clearly shown that the testimony of 
every key witness against Mooney and Billings w T as perjured. 

From the outset, it was apparent that the minds of at least two of the 
Justices—John W. Preston and John E. Richards—were closed and hermetically 
sealed. Nothing could have altered them. No imaginable evidence could have 
changed their fixed determination that Billings must remain behind the walls of 
Folsom Prison. 

Justice Preston, in particular, revealed himself as a man utterly lacking in 
judicial temperament. Assuming the dual and inconsistent functions of judge 
and prosecutor, he badgered and browbeat every witness, from John McDonald 
on, whose testimony might possibly support Billings' application for pardon. 

He adopted the typical method of the typical red-baiter, dwelling with 
emphasis upon the alleged radical or anarchistic beliefs and associations of 
Mooney and Billings. These matters the trial Court had rightly refused to con¬ 
sider, They had no bearing upon whether Billings had a guilty part in the 
Preparedness Day bomb outrage. The one purpose they could serve at the recent 
hearing was to intensify public prejudice against the prisoners. 

It was apparent, too, that Justice Preston wa 5 a dominating influence among 
the members of the Court. The sole question, then* was how many of the other 
Justices would follow his lead in making the proceeding not an impartial search 
for facts, but a biased attempt to find or create material that might be used as a 
text for a preconceived verdict. As events have proved, all of his associates* with 
one notable exception* were willing to go along with Justice Preston. 

The majority report to the Governor on the Billings application is as intel¬ 
lectually dishonest a document as any set of judicial officers has ever dared to 
produce. Six Supreme Court Justices have said: "Billings is guilty. Ho was 
fairly tried. Estelle Smith and John McDonald told the truth at his trial, but 
were "enticed from the truth by illegal and illegitimate means’ and ’were induced 
to deny their sworn testimony. We believe their trial testimony, we do not 
believe their denials. Billings is the kind of man who would have committed 
such a crime. He has not proved himself innocent, he lias not produced an alibi. 
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The people who worked for his release came very close to suborning perjury- 
They tried to tear down the structure of the Courts and besmirch Justice in Cali¬ 
fornia, We resent that effort bitterly. We deny the prisoner's petition for a 
pardon- He is now in prison- Let him stay there, where he belongs;'* That w© 
believe, is a fair digest of the thousands and thousands of words in the Supreme 
Court’s majority decision. Nothing we might say of it could be so scathing as 
the words of the seventh member of the Court, Justice William H, Langdon, 
whose courageous dissenting report fully merits the nation-wide approval that it 
will receive* Says Justice Langdon: 

“Considered cither ns nn argument of an advocate or as a Judicial review of 
the evidence, the consolidated majority report is unsound and indefensible. It 
is unsound because its conclusions are not founded upon established facts. Sus¬ 
picious conjectures, unwarranted inferences, irreconcilable inconsistencies and 
admitted perjuries are treated as facts. It is indefensible because it appeals to 
passion and prejudice.” 

And he goes on to demolish, with a few words, the laboriously erected fabric 
of partial truths and outright falsehoods by which Justices Preston and Richards 
attempted to rehabilitate the original perjuries of John McDonald and Estelle 
Smith, while he also exposes the "unreasonable and unwarranted" requirement 
that Billings must absolutely prove his innocence in spite of a "failure of proof 
(of guilt) to such an extent that there is not even a semblance of a case against 
him*" 

Was ever a more damning indictment brought against a high court of justice 
than this by one of its own members? 

You need not be a learned judge like Langdon to recognise the terrible 
truth of his charges against this misnamed judicial decision which may keep two 
innocent men in prison for life. The great black marks of prejudice which dis¬ 
figures the majority decision are so clear that the layman who looks without 
prejudice, can see nothing else, 

The Supreme Court would keep these innocent, men In prison for life. But one justice 
of that court recoin mended an unconditional pardon. 

The Supreme Court would keep these innocent men in prison for life. But the judge 
who presided at Mooney's trial says the men were unfairly, even criminally, convicted. 

The Supreme Court would keep these innocent men In prison for life. But the chief 
prosecutor at the Billings trial, James Brennan, said the men should he released. 

The Supreme Court would keep these innocent men in prison for life. But the present 
district attorney saya the men should be pardoned, 

The Supreme Court would keep these innocent men In prison for life. But the 10 
living Mooney jurors plead for a pardon. 

The Supreme Court would keep those innocent men in prison for life- But the detective 
captain, who helped convict them, says they did not have a fair trial and that "the 
sanctity of the courts' 1 has been violated. 

The Supreme Court would keep these Innocent men In prison for life. But the attorney 
general of California has twice asked for a new trial for Mooney, 

The Supreme Court would keep these innocent men in prison for life. But all of the 
five chief witnesses against the men are either confessed or proved perjurers- 

That is th© record. These judges are condemned out. of their own mouths. 

Mooney and Billings are the symbols of a great cause. They were convicted 
by perjured testimony of a crime they did not commit* So long as they are kept 
in prison by class hatred, class prejudice and class justice their case will con¬ 
tinue to agitate the minds of workers, and the sympathizers of Labor the world 
over. Millions will share the horror of Justice Langdon over the decision of his 
colleagues of the California Supreme Court, Demand for an unconditional 
pardon of these two victims o t class justice will gather strength and momentum, 
It is solely by these continued demands that the tools of capitalist justice—the 
Governor of California and the State Supreme Court—will be compelled to 
release their victims without the chain of Parole being tied to their necks. 

The constant refusal of the last four state administrations to pardon Tom 
Mooney was aided beyond doubt by the American Federation of Labor leaders, 
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who played a despicable part in sabotaging the demands of the rank and file for 
his unconditional pardon. Definite proofs are at hand, and will he presented In 
the following pages, to the effect that the crooked mlsleaders of labor, led 
nationally by Matthew Woll and locally by Paul Scharrenberg, have done, and 
will continue to do, all in their power to keep Mooney and Billings for the re¬ 
mainder of their lives in the bosses' dungeons at San Quentin and Folsom. 

Tom Mooney in his letter to Warren Billings categorically states the leaders 
of the A. F. of L. share joint responsibility with the California Supreme Court 
and the California State Officials for the foulest frameup in American history. 

Proof will be given in this pamphlet that the California corporations, their 
servant, the State, and the labor leaders formed an unholy alliance which has 
kept Mooney and Billings behind the grim walls of San Quentin and Folsom for 
15 years. Proof will be given that the labor leaders actively aided and abetted 
California's frameup crew, from the very beginning. 

The leaders of the A. F. of L, did not only betray Mooney and Billings— 
they betrayed the entire labor movement. Therefore* It is vitally important that 
the fundamental cause which has kept these two innocent: men languishing in 
prison for 15 years should be exposed* 

In the present struggles of the American working class against rapidly 
growing unemployment due to the ever increasing use of automatic machinery, 
speed-up systems, wage cuts, *'old pt age limitations of employment—and the 
increasing misery of the toilers—the leaders of the American Federation of 
Labor openly play the part of willing tools of Capital against Labor, Conse¬ 
quently, it is logical that these crooked misleaders of labor would actually be 
helping their masters in the effort to bury alive Mooney and Billings, whose 
records of a lifetime are those of militant fighters in the ranks of organized labor. 

In the face of this general situation* the case of Mooney and Billings assumes 
a new significance, a higher importance, as an issue before the workers* The 
vicious crime committed against them was perpetrated before the war and for 
15 years it has been a living example of American class justice as practiced in 
California. A history of that crime Is a history of brutal persecution seldom 
equalled, and shows with striking clearness the extent of vile corruption* graft 
and greed within the framework of the American Federation of Labor, A glance 
at the record of that crime will show in bold relief the inner workings of the 
A, F. of L. leadership, and the belly crawling, bootlicking role of its petty poli¬ 
tician leaders who have proven time and time again that they exist for no other 
reason than to draw fat salaries and betray the workers. Even a cursory review 
of the Mooney-Billitigs case will prove beyond the shadow of doubt that leaders 
of the A, F. of L, connived* directly and indirectly* to keep these two militant 
workers buried In the helLholes of California—San Quentin and Folsom. 

Mooney anti Hillings know it is the rank and file of the labor movement 
who are working to secure their pardon* The despicable role of the labor 
leaders is evident and must he exposed, while the sincere and devoted help 
given by the workers deserves the highest praise* 

Mooney and Billings have become in the eyes of the world symbols of 
American class justice via the frameup; their continued presence in prison 
reaches millions with a message of tremendous scope and power* Tom Mooney 
unequivocally accuses the servile labor lieutenants of the captains of industry 
and finance who aided and abetted the frameup crew. This pamphlet amplifies 
his charges, and unfolds facts, data* and evidence unknown to the rank and file 
of the unions. The betrayal by the labor leaders of these militant workers is an 
unspeakable outrage. Everyone should cry out against this iniquity. 
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Mooney Ciiso Defeats Yonn^s Reflection 

"SACRAMENTO, May H>, 1931.—His refusal to pardon Tom 

Mooney cost him reflection, former Governor C, C, Young said today," 
Thus begins a United Press report, based on Young's letter pub¬ 
lished that day in Sacramento "Bee*" 

The San Francisco "News," same date, uses only the Press Bureau 
story, which cuts with the following quotation Young's long letter of 
complaint: 

T have never doubted for a moment that if I could have yielded 
conscientiously to this pressure (in Tom Mooney’s favor) I should have 
benefited politically by such weakness," 

And next day the "News" comments editorially upon that paragraph: 
"Those who remember Mr, Young’s shifting and evasive maneuvers 
will find it difficult to see them as the conduct of a courageous man 
turning his back on a popular course. To many it seemed instead the 
behavior of a man who had his mind on redaction at every stage of the 
proceedings and who conducted himself with this as his first considera¬ 
tion, 

Mr. Young's statement is chiefly interesting as disclosing the tor¬ 
tured conscience and the consuming bitterness that have become the 
price he has paid for denying justice* 

His statement is valuable chiefly as a disclosure o? the workings of 
an uneasy conscience, and another evidence that the Mooney case will 
go on corroding and destroying until it is settled right. 

Some day a writer detached from our times and its issues may find 
a fascinating theme in the trail of broken men or frustrated careers left 
by the Mooney-BHlings prosecution and those who tried to uphold it," 


LAfiSOIK LEADERS UNMASKED 

Paul Scharrenberg Attacks Tom Mooney 

At the annual Convention of the California State Federation of Labor held 
at Marysville, September, 1930, Secretary-Treasurer Paul Scharrenberg, with 
contemptible subterfuges, issued a challenge to Tom Mooney and his Molders 
Defense Committee on the grounds that the Committee has never issued a de¬ 
tailed financial statement* This was merely a stratagem to enable the California 
State Federation to pretend that It could not, in the face of this "financial irre¬ 
sponsibility," undertake to support the Tom Mooney Defense Committee. 

In his report Scharrenberg appeared in his true colors and went on record 
with a dastardly attack against Mooney and the Defense Committee. He de¬ 
clared that "he has at all times tried to be helpful to both Mooney and Billings, 
but it has been a thankless task so far as Mooney is concerned." Commenting 
on the refusal of the Governor to pardon Mooney and Billings, he stated: 
"Billings took the news with commendable fortitude and merely reiterated his 
absolute innocence. , . * Mooney made impassioned charges against various 
persons who have tried to help him, . , , Your Secretary was assailed," 

This is really news. When did Paul Scharrenberg experience a change of 
heart? What has he really done to help Tom Mooney? Paul Scharrenberg has 
grown fat on the juicy political plum that has been given him by his close 
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friend and political ally, Governor C. C. Young. Because of the defeat of the 
Governor In the 193 0 primary election Paul Scharrenberg lost bis sinecure— 
membership on the State Board of Harbor Commissioners. And as it happens 
that Tom Mooney played n prime part in the defeat of the Governor, it is at once 
apparent why Scharrenberg was so eager to attack Mooney through the State 
Federation of Labor* 

Scharrenberg's hostile role is no recent development. If we examine the 
record of this 'Tabor leader" we will find that he has constantly fought against 
any move designed to pardon Tom Mooney. His statement that "he has at all 
times tried to be helpful to Tom Mooney" is a barefaced lie. 

Scharrenberg’s character is shown clearly by his attitude toward the defense 
of Tom Mooney. If he were honest, if he were a man of true principle and 
loyalty to the Labor movement, he would not have let personal differences with 
Tom Mooney stand in the way of fidelity to a persecuted and framed labor rep- 
resentative. He would have taken up the fight, not so much on behalf of Mooney 
the individual as on behalf of the rights of labor, and of men ciosely identified 
with the labor movement. 

There is one fact which, by itself alone, proves the disloyalty of Scharrenberg 
to the two labor prisoners victimised by the corporation interests against wTiich 
Scharrenberg is supposed to represent the workers. This fact is that during all 
the years of Mooney's imprisonment Scharrenberg has not been for one moment 
openly, actively and earnestly engaged in the fight to free him. If this negative 
record were all, Scharrenberg would be sufficiently damned as a betrayer of the 
labor movement in which locally he is a principal—and political—figure. 

But there are more facts; Among the many positions that this versatile 
"leader" holds is the editorship of the Pacific Coast Seamen’s Journal, official 
organ of the Seamen's Union of the Pacific* One would suppose that Scharren¬ 
berg, in his official capacity as editor of a paper circulated among workers, 
would devote some little space to the Mooney-Billings case. Yet in the past 
three years no more than eleven typewritten lines have appeared in this publica¬ 
tion, referring thereto. 

The Convention of the A. F, of L., held in Los Angeles in 1927, was the 
first one that failed to adopt a resolution on helialf of Mooney and Billings. It 
has been openly charged by a responsible official of tbe A. F. of L. that Scharren- 
berg was directly guilty of this cowardly maneuver. The proceedings at that 
Convention were so outrageous that Editor E, B, Ault found it necessary to write 
In the Seattle Union Record: 

The American Federation of Labor passed the buck on Tom 
Mooney and Warren K. Billings to the executive council of the Federa¬ 
tion* It is the first time since Mooney was first sentenced that organ¬ 
ised labor has not fiatfootedly demanded Ills release. Perhaps the 
delegates thought they would be violating the hospitality of Los An¬ 
geles, whose Merchants and Manufacturers Association is largely re¬ 
sponsible for the conditions that have made the labor struggle in 
California more violent than elsewhere. Perhaps they are just too 
cowardly to take a stand on behalf of the men who have borne the 
brunt of the struggle to make union organization possible to a lot of 
people who would otherwise be working under the most oppressive 
conditions* Whatever the reason for the pussyfooting, it was not 
creditable to organized labor and it will reflect on the men and women 
who failed to do thoir duty. 
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Sckarreaberg's attitude during the sessions of the Los Angeles A, F, of L, 
convention was shown by his sneering remark, a number of times, to Tom 
Mooney’s friend Edward Nockels, secretary of the Chicago Federation of Labor. 
He would spitefully greet him with the underworld phrase: “Well, did you 
’spring’ your friend, Tom Mooney, yet”? 

Scharrenberg has absolute control over the California State Federation of 
Labor. Not only is he Secretary-Treasurer of that body but he dominates the 
Seamen’s Union of the Pacific and the Waterfront Employees' Association of 
San Francisco* The Seamen's Union is credited with a membership of 3,000 
while the Waterfront Association claim 2,400* By manipulation of these votes 
Scharrenberg is able to retain his power at every State Convention. 

A brief glance at these two organizations will shed considerable light on 
the integrity of Paul Scharrenberg as ft "labor leader," The Sailors' Union of 
the Pacific, for which Scharrenberg claims a per capita membership of over 
3,000, has really little more than 500 dues paying members! The San Francisco 
Waterfront Employees" Association was an out and out scab company union. 
Organized by employers In 1916 to crush the International Longshoremen’s 
Association, Scharrenberg assumed control, engineered it into the State Federa¬ 
tion, and procured admission of its delegates to the San Francisco Labor 
Council. But, it has never affiliated with the International Longshoremen’s 
Association. 

These are Scharrenberg’s "own” unions, through whose votes he maintains 
control over the State Federation, And while he hypocritically and falsely at¬ 
tacks the Tom Mooney Holders Defense Committee because It "has never issued 
a financial statement” the fact remains that neither of these organizations has 
contributed one cent to the Defense Committee since it was organized three 
years ago* On the contrary, Scharrenberg has done everything in his power to 
prevent any organization or individual from contributing to the defense of 
Mooney and Billings* 

The slimy maneuver at the Marysville convention has more to It than moral 
indignation over the implied charge of misuse of funds. The Tom Mooney 
Holders Defense Committee definitely charges that Paul Scharrenberg and 
every other major "labor leader” in California, is concerned not with the pardon 
of Tom Mooney. They are interested solely in keeping Tom Mooney in prison, 
or at the most, in making an empty gesture by advocating that he be released 
on parole, 

Paul Scharrenberg heads the list of arch-betrayers of the California workers. 
He remained at his post in the cabinet of Governor Young when that official 
refused to consider Tom Mooney's pardon petition. He campaigned for Young 
-—‘jailer of Mooney and Billings—‘during the 1930 primary—after this cowardly 
tool of Big Business had brazenly refused to pardon these guiltless trade- 
unionists. 

These are but a few of the charges against this "labor leader,” They show 
that Paul Scharrenberg finds It not to his interests to lead the workers in their 
struggle against unemployment, ' stagger systems” and wage cuts. The interests 
of Scharrenberg lie in quite the other direction. He finds it to his advantage to 
hamstring the workers; to so organize scabs that workers striving for living 
wages are defeated; to support the employers in every way, and to fight un¬ 
ceasingly against the pardon of Tom Mooney* For the pardon of Tom Mooney 
would ruin Scharrenberg and other such "labor leaders” who betray the labor 
movement; who use this movement but for the collection of dues and the 
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furthering of their personal profit and ambition, and who are In friendly alliance 
with the rotten economic and political system which keeps Tom Mooney im¬ 
prisoned. 

The Judas Spirit of California Labor Leaders 

Paul Scbarrenberg is no exception to the average A* F. of L. official. Ho 
typifies the corrupt, reactionary, graft-ridden, treacherous bureaucracy. The 
job-holding officialdom has delivered the “legitimate" trade unions of this 
country to the employers and Scharrenberg's record definitely proves this charge. 

The following pages give an accurate picture of the California "labor 
leaders" and will indicate in whose interests they are working. The many in¬ 
stances here cited only begin to show the depth and extent of the utter de¬ 
generacy, baseness and corruption of the leadership in the California movement; 
the full story oLihe treachery and infamy of this gang would fill volumes, 

A brief review of the California labor movement since 1910 will reveal the 
basic reasons for the assistance given FickerUs frame up crew by the "labor 
leaders," As a result of the famous San Francisco "Graft Prosecution", the 
United Railroads, one of the scabbiest non-union public utility corporations in 
this country, Patrick Calhoun, its President, and various railway and city offi¬ 
cials, were indicted for giving and accepting a bribe of $200,000. Several United 
Railroads and city officials were tried, and a few were found guilty. But the 
jury that tried Patrick Calhoun could not agree. Before again trying Calhoun, 
Francis J. Heney, the "graft prosecutor," had to contest an election for the posi¬ 
tion of District Attorney. Knowing that Calhoun would be convicted if Heney 
was elected, the United Railroads decided to nominate a friendly candidate and 
defeat Heney. Charles M. Fickert was nominated by the Union Labor Party and 
endorsed by the United Railroads. 

Due to an astonishing campaign by the utilities he defeated Heney, Among 
the men convicted as a result of the “graft prosecutions" was Eugene Schmitz, 
Mayor of San Francisco, Schmitz, a member of the Musicians Union, had given 
the San Francisco “labor leaders" many important city offices, and after his 
conviction all these men lost their positions. During the election the "labor 
leaders" were solidly against Heney, and enthusiastically supported Fickert 
through the Union Labor Party. Between the non-union scabby United Rail¬ 
roads Company, the “labor leaders" and Fickert there was complete under¬ 
standing. Of course, Fickert dropped the indictment against Calhoun, 

At that period Sau Francisco was a stronghold of the A. F. of L, Unions 
which maintained to a high degree union wages and conditions in the flourishing 
industries of that city. The Unions were so favorably situated that soon Los 
Angeles merchants, manufacturers and builders—who maintained open shop 
conditions—began to underbid and undersell San Francisco products. 

Faced with such a situation, the unions had no alternative. They had to 
organize Los Angeles or Inevitably suffer a setback in San Francisco, with a 
general drive by the employers to slash w T ages, lengthen hours and undermine 
the comparatively high conditions which had been so laboriously secured. The 
unions nominated 26 of the foremost labor leaders of San Francisco as members 
of a "Los Angeles Metal Trades Strike Committee," and instructed them to 
organize Los Angeles. 

This committee secured a fund of $300,000 and imported organizers from 
the East, among whom was J. B. McNamara, one of the outstanding militants 
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of the movement. The immediate results are now history. With the destruction 
of the Los Angeles “Times" building the drive was smashed, the two McNamara 
brothers were indicted, and Clarence Darrow was retained by the San Francisco 
unions to defend them. 

Darrow was betrayed by his trusted confidential investigator, who sold all 
the defense evidence and information to the National Erectors Association and 
the Burns Detective Agency. For this reason he informed the McNamaras that 
if they were tried by a jury, many of the 26 men belonging to the Metal Trades 
Strike Committee would be placed in jeopardy, as John Doe indictments charging 
first degree murder had been brought against some of them. Consequently, the 
McNamaras agreed to plead guilty, provided definite assurance was given that 
all indictments placed against some of the San Francisco members of the Metal 
Trades Strike Committee, and others, were dismissed. This was done, the Mc¬ 
Namaras pled as agreed, and the case was closed. "The 2G" speedily lost their 
interest in organizing the industries of Los Angeles, and that city is sfiii the 
traditional home of the "American Plan" non-union scab open shop. 

A short time after this Tom Mooney came to San Francisco, fresh from 
militant struggles In the East fought in the interests of the workers. When he 
arrived he was amazed at the extreme conservatism of the local labor leaders. 
He found them willingly playing the game of the employers and the Chamber of 
Commerce, anxious to appear "respectable" and to remove the black spot at¬ 
tached to their records by the not-forgotten narrow escape from murder indict¬ 
ments. Mooney set about correcting this situation, and began to be effectively 
active in movements for higher wages, and better conditions for the workers. 
He soon became marked as an “agitator," as a "dangerous Red/' He was a 
thorn In the side of the labor leaders who were now concerned solely with 
proving to their masters that they were harmless creatures who could be de- 
depended upon to keep the workers in check, so that there would be no more 
occurrences similar to the Los Angeles affair. The labor leaders could not afford 
to have a man like Tom Mooney around who was constantly stirring up the 
workers and agitating strikes. Mooney would have to be put away. 

So eager were they to appear "respectable" that not only did they actively 
oppose a militant fighter such as Mooney, but they even betrayed the men who 
saved them in 1910, After the McNamaras and their partners were in San 
Quentin, and the labor leaders had become certain the prisoners would not 
Implicate them, they lost all interest in the men who were willing to sacrifice 
thiMr lives for w r hat they considered the best interests of the labor movement. 
California has a liberal parole law; every prisoner, no matter what his crime, is 
eligible for parole; yet* these labor leaders were so cowardly that they would 
not involve themselves to the extent of helping J. J. McNamara, General Secre¬ 
tary-Treasurer of the International Association of Bridge, Structural and Orna¬ 
mental Iron Workers Union, obtain a parole on his 15-year sentence, and Dave 
Gaplan, a member of the Barbers Union, on his 10-year term. These two men 
served their full sentences, though with the great political influence of the labor 
leaders both men could* and should, have served part of their terms on parole. 

What can be said for the treatment given J. B. McNarama and M. A, 
Schmidt, both serving life sentences? In California the average life sentence of 
a prisoner is generally set at II years ’within the walls of the penitentiary, and 
then the prison Board allows the lifer to serve the remainder of the sentence on 
parole—for life. J. B. McNamara lias now' been in prison 2 0 years; every "lifer" 
who was in the prison when he arrived has received a parole, and yet no effort 
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Is being made to help him. Amazing as it seems* the men whom he saved, if not 
from the gallows, at least from long prison terms, never visit him, never write 
him, never help him financially. They allow him to rot away in San Quentin 
year after year, though they know within their craven hearts that with their 
influence they can secure his release on parole. It is a fact, that at the present 
time there is no opposition from the injured party, the Los Angeles * 'Times, 11 
to the release on parole of McNamara and Schmidt. No one is fighting to keep 
them in San Quentin. The labor leaders can secure their parole by demanding 
that their political ally—the Governor — “suggest” to the State Board of Prison 
Directors (his appointees) that these men be given parole — such as is given all 
the other lifers in San Quentin, but they are too treacherous, too cowardly, too 
ungrateful to act as would other decent human beings similarly obligated* 

If these cowardly betrayers of labor treat the men who helped save them 
in this shameless manner, and needlessly allow J. Eh McNamara to he kept in 
prison after serving 2 0 years, it is not in the least surprising to find Tom Mooney 
and his co-worker, Warren Billings, still behind the walls of San Quentin and 
Fo’som Prisons. And it is still less surprising to find “the 26“ and many more 
“labor leaders” actually assisting in the framenp and the prosecution, and doing 
all in their power today to prevent the pardon of these two men* 


P. H. McCarthy — Traitor 

One of the dominant personalities on the Metal Trades Strike Committee 
was P. H. McCarthy, President of the State Building Trades Council, President 
of the San Francisco Building Trades Council, “Czar” of the labor movement of 
California, and Mayor of San Francisco when the Committee of 26 was organized. 
McCarthy's campaign slogan for re-election as Mayor was: "I promised in¬ 
dustrial peace—I have made good. 1 ' He was willing that strikes be called in 
Los Angeles, Oakland, or any other part of the State, but not in San Francisco, 
for the majority of lesser “labor leaders” held remunerative jobs under him and 
he, as all these job holders, was very much concerned lest the "Big Business” 
interests of the city be harmed by a militant labor movement* 

Tom Mooney did not know that McCarthy had told McNamara and Schmidt 
to agitate and conduct strikes anywhere but in San Francisco. Mooney miiitantly 
tried to arouse the workers of San Francisco, and became the foremost disturber 
on the labor leaders' horizon after the Los Angeles “Times” case was settled to 
their satisfaction. Tt was very much to the advantage of P, H, McCarthy and his 
friends to have Tom Mooney, who had already taken part in a series of strikes 
and threatened to capsize the top-heavy political machinery that these traitors 
had erected on the backs of the workers* out of the way. 

The powerful State Building Trades Council, under the rule of McCarthy, 
in Convention at Marysville, March 21, 1317, refused to give any consideration 
to the Mooney-BllUngs cases, despite the urgings of many of the delegates. It 
was only in 1921, four years after the Mooney-Billings arrest, that the Building 
Trades Council passed a resolution requesting Governor Stephens to arrange a 
“new and fair trial. 1 ' Even this weak resolution was passed solely through 
pressure from the rank and file, and over the protest of the labor leaders* 

Two years^ later, in 1923, P, H. McCarthy, the mighty “Czar" of California 
labor* was thoroughly exposed ns a slimy enemy of the workers. It was proven 
he accepted a $ 10,000 bribe from the Pacific Gas and Electric Company—whose 
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private detective, Swaiwon, whs the Corporation's evil genius in the frnmeup of 
Mooney anil Billings* 

Advocates of Public Ownership had succeeded after great efforts to have 
the State Legislature submit an amendment to the voters which, if passed, would 
have given the People of California the right to develop the vast hydro-electric 
power of the State* The privately-owned power companies would have lost 
millions of dollars had the amendment carried, and as usual* they resorted to 
bribery in order to defeat this law. The entire labor movement supported the 
amendment; the State Building Trades Council was especially active in its 
denunciation of the utilities who tried to defeat it, but McCarthy, for the sake of 
a few thousand dollars was willing to betray the interests of Labor. On the eve 
of the election, an article appeared in the official paper of the Building Trades 
Council, "Organized Labor," condemning the Water and Power Act and urging 
all the members of the Council to vote against it Of course, this astounding 
reversal of policy was brought about by McCarthy, but the rank and file could 
not know that their leader had become a Judas, and so they followed his advice 
and helped defeat this law. After the Legislative Investigation of the P. G. & E. 
and the Power Trust, McCarthy had to "resign" as a "leader" of the labor 
movement. Clever as he was, he could not give a valid explanation for the 
$ 10,00 0 given him to influence the labor vote. 

And it is such contemptible creatures as P, H. McCarthy that put Mooney 
and Billings in prison and keep them there! 

A* W. BrotiiUet — Double-Crosser 

The amazing treachery of the President of the San Francisco Labor Council, 
at the time of Mooney and Billings’ arrest, is still more unbelievable than Mc¬ 
Carthy's. It must convince the readers of this pamphlet that the two framed 
workers were deliberately betrayed by the major California labor leaders. 
A. W. Brouillet, then the President of that Labor Council, was a brilliant 
young worker who had rapidly risen in the ranks of labor. He had studied law, 
was considered a capable attorney, and besides the Presidency of the Labor 
Council he held tlie important position of prosecuting attorney for the State 
Board of Pharmacy. Immediately after the arrest of the bomb defendants Broilil- 
let was asked to act as one of their attorneys and he agreed to act as associate 
counsel. All the facts in the possession of the defendants were given him and a 
few days later they were astounded to hear that Brouillet had withdrawn from 
the case. Why did he withdraw? 

It was soon known that Charles M. Fickert had asked Brouillet to have a 
conference with him, and it was shortly after seeing Fickert that he withdrew 
as associate counsel for Mooney and Billings. A few days later defense counsel 
became aware that Fickert. had come into possession of facts known only to the 
defendants themselves and—Brouillet. It was soon certain this arch-betrayer 
was violating one of the most sacred ethical canons of the Bar, 

The defense had secured the story of a voluntary witness, a known drug 
addict, which would have seriously impeached the statements of "Whitie" Reans, 
a drug clerk. The principle prosecution witness, John McDonald, claimed Reans 
corroborated his allegation that he was in a certain drug store on the afternoon 
of the Parade, and that he had told the drug clerk he witnessed the bombers 
place the bomb at Stenart and Market Streets before seeing the police. This 








voluntary witness, as a user of drugs, knew that Rea ns was a "dope peddler"; 
that he was illegally selling narcotics; that he was falsifying the records of the 
drug store; and that he was deceiving the State Board of Pharmacy. It was the 
wish of the Defense that Brouillet, a member of the State Board of Pharmacy, 
should secure the necessary evidence proving Reams was a trafficker of drugs. 
Had Reans been arrested as a "dope peddler" his testimony corroborating 
McDonald s would have been valueless, Brouilett betrayed these facts to Fickert, 
and it was impossible for the defense to impeach Reans. 

Brouillet’s connection with Fickert became so evident that on February 23, 
1917, Vance Thompson, then Editor of the "Coast Seamen's Journal," charged 
on the floor of the Labor Council that "there is a secret wire between the Labor 
Council and Fickert's office." Brouillet's animosity toward Mooney and Billings 
was so overt that when the Labor Council passed a resolution, March 31, 1917, 
declaring its belief in Mooney's innocence, he strongly dissented, A few months 
later, August 17, 1917, he wrote an open lelter to the San Francisco “Bulletin 71 
stating: "Mooney, Berkman, Billings, et ah coterie have done more to discredit 
labor than any single agency 1 know of . . * When the bomb cases were first 
discussed in the Labor Council 1 took the position they were not labor 
cases, . . 

Is it any wonder that when Oxman was arrested for perjury, Fickert, who 
had paid this contemptible creature for his perjured testimony, but who was 
now compelled to "prosecute" him, wrote to the Labor Council that he would 
be “pleased to have the co-operation of A. W. Brouillet as an associate” in 
the “prosecution" of Oxman? 

Brouillet, now the open ally of Fickert, declared at the Convention of the 
California Federation of Labor at Sacramento, October 5, 1917, that "there were 
delegates sitting in the convention who knew in their own craven hearts that 
the bomb defendants were guilty, guilty as hell." The same day he moved to 
strike out passages from resolutions submitted to the convention declaring 
Mooney and Billings innocent, 

■Tames W. Mullen, Editor of the "Labor Clarion,” official organ of the San 
Francisco Labor Council, seconded Brouillet's amendments which received but 
one affirmative vote — Brouillet’s. At the same convention he strongly defended 
Fickert and urged the convention not to adopt a resolution demanding Flckert's 
recall. Brouillet's treachery was now so apparent that the rank and die Dele¬ 
gates to the California State Federation of Labor Convention repudiated him, 
and communicated the condemnation voted against him to the Shoe Clerk's 
Union of which he was a member. 

A determined fight against Brouillet was now begun by rank and file mem¬ 
bers of many unions. On October 19, 1917, the San Francisco Labor Council 
was confronted by resolutions and communications from unions demanding the 
resignation of Brouillet as President of the Council, 

Such “leaders" as John P. McLaughlin, then State Labor Commissioner; 
Ben Rosenthal, McLaughlin’s Chief Deputy; Peter Fitzgerald and Thomas 
Garrity, defended the ally of the Chamber of Commerce within the ranks of 
labor, while Andrew Furuseth, President of the International Seamen's Union, 
led the fight on behalf of the rank and file against Brouillet. Paul Scharrenberg, 
then, as now, an official of the Seamen's Union, found it expedient to follow' the 
leadership of his superior, Furuseth, and joined the figlit against Brouillet, 
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Brouillet Repudiated 

The trial committee selected to try the charges against Brouillet was 
typically representative of the “leadership 11 of the Labor Council; 

THOMAS GARRITY, Chairman of the Union-Labor Party which nominated and 
supported Fickert for office; 

THOMAS REILLY, Chief Clerk tn the Justice's Court; 

WILLIAM UEMY, holding a position in the U. S. Department of Labor through the 
influence of the P. G, & E. ally, F, H. McCarthy : 

GBOHGE K1 DWELL, Business Agent, Bakery Wagon Drivers; 

ANDREW FURL SETH, mllitantly active in the struggle for justice. 

It was inevitable that a majority of the committee, Garrity, Reilly, Urmy, 
should report that “there was no foundation for the charges.” Indicative of the 
attitude of the rank and file in the Labor Council, it was the minority report 
submitted by Furuseth and Kidwell that was accepted and on November 2, 
1917, Brouillet was suspended by a vote of 9 5 to 4<L The determined fight made 
by the rank and file unions against Bronillet finally succeeded when on March 
13, 1918, the Executive Council of the A. F, of L. ruled that the San Francisco 
Labor Council “was justified in removing Brouillet as President,'’ It is inter¬ 
esting to note that the Executive Council of the A. F. of L, also ruled that the 
Council did not have “power to refuse him a seat as an accredited delegate from 
an affiliated union/’ Tn other words, it was proper to remove him as President 
because he was a traitor to the Labor Movement, but in spite of his betrayal 
he was still worthy of being a delegate to the Council! 

To the very end of this fight which symbolized the struggle of the workers 
against Capital, represented by Brouillet, such “labor leaders” as James Mullen, 
Michael Casey, John P. McLaughlin, Ben Rosenthal — Chief Deputy under Mc¬ 
Laughlin, the State Labor Commissioner—Edward Dillon, financial secretary of 
Mooney's own Local, but also Bond and Warrant Clerk under Fickert, openly 
and consistently were on the side of the enemies of Labor and ably defended 
Brouillet. 

What can be more convincing regarding the treachery of Brouillet than the 
fact that on November 1, 1919, Brouillet became vice-president of the Charles 
M, Fickert Citizens' Committee when that arch-framer sought re-election as 
District Attorney? That Brouillet faithfully served his masters, the Corporations, 
is well attested by the reward he received from them: Appointment by Governor 
Stephens as Attorney for the Corporation Commission. This is the prize he 
received for betraying Mooney and Billings and the trust given him by his 
fellow-workers. 

The significant actions of a Brouillet attain great importance as they Teveal; 

la) The close connections of the Chamber of Commerce, the em¬ 
ployers, and men of Brouillet's type within the leadership of the 
trade, union movement; 

(b) Thai the wrath of the workers can be aroused when a clear case 
of betrayal is proven to them; 

(c) The position of many other “labor leaders” who supported 
Bronillet. 

The “leaders” who defended Brouillet are the enemies of the 
workers. These men were too shrewd to openly attack Mooney and 
Billings, so they used Brouillet as their tool. After the rank and file 
In just wrath expelled Lhe avowed traitor in their mklst, the other 
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“leaders** took warning, and benefiting from Bronillet's experience 
they cunningly, subtly, but no less effectually, sabotaged the defense of 
these two innocent trade unionists. 


Michael Casey Helps u Frameap” Crew 

“Mooney is no good." This has been the poison spread by Michael Casey 
for 15 years. As Vice-President of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
this powerful “labor leader" has been traveling from Coast to Coast all the 
years the two framed victims have lain In prison, and like a ceaseless refrain 
have come the words, "Mooney is no good.' 1 

Immediately after the arrest of Mooney and Billings in 1916, Casey made a 
nation-wide tour of the country and spread the most noxious insinuations and 
malicious lies against these men. His prime motive was to prevent the collection 
of funds for their defense, and he was untiring in his work. With great gusto 
he warned labor leaders against these "vicious reds" and proclaimed their case 
"another McNamara affair/* He spread the contemptible rumor that he knew 
"they were guilty/* that a “confession" was forthcoming, and that these men 
did not belong to the trade union movement. 

On the floor of the San Francisco Labor Council, November 29, 1918, 
Edward Nolan charged "that Michael-Casey has worked for Fickert and the 
Frameup Crew in many cities of the United States* and he denounced the 
defendants during his trips as an International Officer of the Teamsters/ 1 This 
man, an important member of the Los Angeles Metal Trades Strike "Committee 
of 26" who had a very narrow escape from the penitentiary, did everything 
within his power to help place a noose around the neck of Tom Mooney arid 
imprison Warren Billings for life. 

The Role of Casey’s Teamsters’ Union No. 85 

Michael Casey is also President of Teamsters Local No, S5 T the largest and 
wealthiest Local Union in California, It owns buildings valued at thousands of 
dollars, and has a treasury of many more thousands. During the 15 years of 
Mooney’s and Billings* Imprisonment this rich and powerful local has never 
contributed one cent for their defense. Neither has it ever adopted a resolution 
on their behalf. 

There are a number of outstanding "labor leaders 11 belonging to Teamsters 
Local No. 85. Besides President Michael Casey, who was Chairman of the San 
Francisco Board of Public Works, and County Supervisor for San Francisco, 
there are: 

JOHN McLAUGHLIN, now Internal Revenue Collector, Port of San Francisco; 

JOHN A, O'CONNELL, Secretary of the San Francisco Labor Council; 

JAMES HOPKINS, Vice President* State Federation of Labor* Superintendent* 
San Francisco Ferry Building: 

JAMES WILSON, Business Agent of the Teamsters' Union; 

JOSEPH CASEY, son of Michael, A. F. of L. Organiser for California; 

WILLIAM CON BOY, International Organizer for the Teamsters Brotherhood. 

There are many other small-fry politicians in this exceedingly rich Local 
Union, hut not one of these "leaders" has ever sincerely spoken a word on 
behalf of Mooney and Billings, nor lias any one of them ever written a single 
line asking for the pardon of these two men. 
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Union Labor Parly Elects Fidkert 

After the discovery of the Oxmau letters, proving Fickert had deliberately 
framed Mooney and B tilings r the Defense Committee was able to gather enough 
signatures to force a recall election against FicieerL The small, but militant, 
Defense Committee waged a tremendous battle against the man who engineered 
the frameup and almost succeeded in its effort. Had it not been for the treachery 
of the labor leaders, Pickert would have been recalled* 

The “Advance,” official organ of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers, cor¬ 
rectly charged that “under the Idea of 'reward your friends' organized labor 
in San Francisco rallied around the banner of the infamous and labor-baiting 
Fickert in the recall election. * * , Flckert ‘won out 1 and ‘organized labor' is 
entitled to credit in full for his victory*” Was it a few malodorous job-serving 
labor leaders who supported Fickert? Indeed not. 

Michael Casey was especially active on behalf of Fickert during the cam¬ 
paign, making many speeches for the tool of the Open Shop interests. Every 
one of the Teamsters Union politicians gave Fickert their full support. He also 
carried the endorsement* in fact was the candidate, of the Union Labor Party of 
San Francisco. Fickert, always solicitous about his friends, the “labor leaders,” 
stated during an address before the Building Trades Council, where he was 
cordially received, that “Mooney and Eillings sought to undermine the labor 
leaders.” A few days later, December IS, 1917, he spoke at an open-air meeting 
and had A. L* Wilde, Business Agent of the International Brotherhood of 
Steamshovel and Dredge men, as Chairman. 

Another very active worker for Fickert was Andrew J. Gallagher, former 
Secretary of the San Francisco Labor Council and elected Supervisor of San 
Francisco County by the Union Labor Party. Using his political power as a 
club, he ordered the Jitney Bus Drivers to carry Fickert banners, and made the 
demand as an executive meeting of committeemen that Jitney Bus Drivers go on 
record for Fickert. GallagheT, a member of the Los Angeles Metal Trades 
Strike “Committee of 26“ who barely escaped a penitentiary sentence in 1910, 
is typically representative of the cowardly men leading the California Labor 
Movement* 

Prominent among the “labor leaders” belonging to the Fickert Union Labor 
Club during the recall election in December, 1917, were: 

JAMES WILSON, Business Agent of the Brotherhood of Teamsters; 

JOHN BELL, First Vice President of the Building Trades Council; 

THOMAS GARRITY, President, Bookbinders Union and Union Labor Party; 

ARTHUR WARREN, Fresident of the Office Employees Union; 

JOHN KEAN, Vice Fresident, International Longshore men's Association; 

M. J. CROWE; Secretary of the Carmen's Union, Local 78; 

THOMAS FLYNN* Business Agent of the Cement Workers Union, Local 310; 

J. J. HUGHES, Business Agent of the District Council of Carpenters; 

P. J* GALLAGHER, Business Agent of the Hod Carriers, Local 36; 

JOS. A. KIERNAN, Business Agent of the Plasterers Union, Local 06; 

MARTIN RICHARD, Business Agent, Hoisting & Portable Engineers, No. 50: 

W, R, TOWNE, Business Agent of the Steam Engineers, Local 64; 

H, M. HAMSON, Business Agent of Gas and Electric Fixtures, Local 44; 

WM. CONBOY, Business Agent of the Brotherhood of Teamsters; 

QUINCY R. TILTON, Bookbinders Union; 

W, A. G RAN FIELD, Office Employees Union; 

WALTER DRYER, Business Agent of the Teamsters Union, Local 276; 

J. R. HOPKINS, Business Agent of the Binders Union, Local 19; 

H. W. WISAINING, Financial Secretary of the Sheet Metal Workers; 

W. J. BURCI-1ELL, Business Agent of the Sign and Pictorial Painters Union; 

L, A. NEWELL, Business Agent of the Brotherhood of Teamsters; 

W, A, NEWELL, Business Ag$ht of the ateamfitters Union, Local 209, 
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Read these names again. What a disgusting list! Here are labor leaders— 
so they say—from many representative Internationals of the A, F* of L. doing 
their utmost to re-elect Fickert, This, too, after Fickert was proven to be a 
direct tool of the corporations. Did Fickert have some kind of hold over these 
"leaders** of labor? Did they think Fickert would help the members of their 
unions if they helped him? Fickert didn’t care a damn about the workers—that 
was not his business. The corporations put him in office, and kept him there, to 
look after their interests, and Fickert* using a political job aa a whip-hand, made 
the labor leaders jump through the hoop merrily. The San Francisco "Bulletin" 
aptly summed up the whole cesspool, stating: "That among FickeTt's supporters 
will be found 75 or SO per cent of the official leaders of the local labor move¬ 
ment. They are for Fickert because they are in politics for personal advantage* 
and he has persona! advantages to offer them which no other candidate has, 
which will probably outweigh in their minds the fact that his election w T ouId be 
a serious blow to legitimate organized labor," 

Labor Politicians in Mooney’s Own Union 

While Mooney was deliberately framed by Swanson, Fickert and the "labor 
leaders," what did the officers of Mooney’s own Local—Holders Union No* 164 
—do to help him? For over twenty-eight years Mooney has been a member in 
good standing of the Molders Union. During the years when he was active in 
its ranks he consistently fought for the interests of its members, and incessantly 
warned them that machinery Would destroy the value of their skill and displace 
them in industry. He urged them to organize on a broad basis and to adopt a 
militant stand against the attacks on their living standards. For this advice he 
won the enmity not only of the employers, but also of the reactionary, self- 
seeking "labor leaders" of his union, who used their positions in the labor 
movement as stepping stones to political jobs. 

It is illuminating to know that John I. Nolan, the most eminent member of 
Mooney’s Local, declared: "I will never rest until I drive Mooney out of the 
labor movement/' Nolan, a leading member of the "Committee of 26," had been 
militantly active but a few years before making this statement. Was it because 
of his connection with the Los Angeles Metal Trades Strike Committee that he 
was so very anxious to appear "respectable?" Also enlightening is the remark 
made by Michael J. Roach, another "eminent" of Local No, 164. Mooney had 
just been acquitted after standing three trials in Martinez and one in Sacra¬ 
mento on charges arising from the Electrical Workers Strike and his union 
activities* when Roach came to him, and with evident glee told him "the next 
time they (the Corporations) get you they will throw the key away." A prophetic 
statement. 

Why did Mooney incur the strong enmity of men such as John I, Nolan and 
Michael J* Roach? Because he was rapidly becoming so respected by his fellow 
craftsmen that in time he would have exposed and defeated all these misleaders 
of the workers. In 1912* in spite of bitter opposition, he was elected as a dele¬ 
gate from his local to the Convention of the International Molders Union held 
at Milwaukee, After the convention he inspected all the large industrial plants 
in the East and made a careful and comprehensive study of conditions as they 
affected the molders* Upon his return to San Francisco he made a report to the 
membership of his local, and declared that on the basis of knowledge gained 
from observation "the increasing use of machinery in all the large plants in the 
East was gffeotoff nn industrial revolution In the trade," He also made a strong 
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plea for reorganization of the union on industrial lines aa opposed to Us narrow 
craft forms. Of course, such a report did not please the “Leaders 1 ' of his union-— 
they branded him a “calamity howler/* 

Fifteen years later, in 1927. when Mooney had already been in San Quentin 
eleven years. President Keough of the International Moldera Union addressed 
Local No. 1G4 and declared among oilier things “that machinery was making 
great changes in conditions under which molders worked and lived/' During 
the meeting a member, Frank Gorman, arose and said, “Hell, Tom Mooney told 
us that fifteen years ago. That is why he is now* in San Quentin/’ When we 
Investigate the records of some of the leaders of Local No. 164 before and after 
the conviction of Mooney and Billings, we see that this accusation carries some 
weight. We learn that these "leaders"* were hut slightly concerned with the 
welfare of the workers whom they were supposed to lead. We find them doing 
very little to increase wages, shorten the hours of labor or to generally improve 
the conditions of the molders; on the contrary, they are very actively engaged 
in scheming and planning ways and means of furthering their political aspira¬ 
tions. Here is a list of some of the “leaders” and the various positions they held 
during different periods of their careers: 

JOHN I, NOLAN: Business Agent of Local No, 164: Chairman of the Executive 
Board, International Holders Union; Secretary of the San Francisco Labor 
Council; elected San Francisco County Supervisor; finally elected to Congress 
where he served four terms; 

MICHAEL J, ROACH: Treasurer of Local 1G4. Bond and Warrant Clerk In District 
Attorney Fickert's office; Assistant District Attorney under Fickert; appointed 
Justice of the Peace of San Francisco by Hiram Johnson; appointed Superior 
Court Judge by Governor Stephens, which position he holds today; 

WILLIAM BOYLE: Immigration Commission for the Port of San Francisco; 

JAMES DeSUGCA: Park Commissioner for San Francisco; 

JOHN O. WALSH: San Francisco County Supervisor; Director of Vocational Edu¬ 
cation for San Francisco; 

R, W. BURTON: Business Agent of Local No. 164; Bond and Warrant Clerk under 
District Attorney Brady; 

J, E, DILLON: Financial Secretary of Local No. 164; Fire Commission while P. H. 
McCarthy was Mayor of San Francisco; Chief Deputy Internal Revenue Col¬ 
lector for the Port of San Francisco; Bond and Warrant Clerk under District 
Attorney Fickert; 

WM, DORLBY; President of Local No. 164; held various jobs under McCarthy's 
regime; 

JOHN E. FIELDS: Casting Inspector during McCarthy's reign; 

ALBERT WYNN: Superintendent of Corporation Yards: 

WILLIAM McCABE: Superintendent of San Francisco Labor Temple, 

What an edifying list! Men supposed to be union leaders, sworn to uphold 
the rights of the workers who must work in wet sand, handle hot castings, work 
under stifling heat in summer and terrible cold in winter, violating their trust 
and helping to imprison two innocent unionists. Two of them held jobs under 
the arch-framer, Fickert, while two others attracted so much attention by their 
acts against labor that they earned the gratitude of Hiram Johnson, the sworn 
enemy of Tom Mooney, 

Shortly after the arrest of Mooney, W. R. Burton and J. E. Dillon* as officers 
of Local No. 164, did their “bit” by sending letters to all Locals of the Inter¬ 
national Molders Union informing them the Mooney-Rill luffs case was not a 
labor issue. William McCabe was a member of the 1921 San Francisco Grand 
Jury that refused to listen to John McDonald's confession of perjury. McDonald 
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came from New York prepared to relate all the facts* but McCabe, together 
with other jurors, refused to grant McDonald immunity. McCabe was also one 
of the Grand Jurors who threatened to indict McDonald for perjury if he told 
the truth about the frameup. Only a few months ago, William McCabe* as 
Superintendent of the San Francisco Labor Temple, refused the use of the 
Temple for a Mooney-Billing protest meeting. 

Are not these facts sufficient to enable ua to understand why Mooney and 
Billings are still behind the bars? 

“Put Him Away for Life’’'—John O’Connell 

The attitude of the present Secretary of the San Francisco Labor Council 
vividly portrays the reactionary and corrupt nature of the “labor leaders" and 
shows them in their true role as the “labor lieutenants of Big Business" — the 
agents of the enemy within the ranks of labor. In 191G John O'Connell was 
friendly with all the big politicians of the State, intimate with the President of 
the Chamber of Commerce, advocated the election of Fickert, violently de¬ 
nounced Mooney and Billings, and attacked anyone who raised a voice in their 
defense. On March 31, 1917, when the San Francisco Labor Council passed a 
resolution declaring its belief in the innocence of Mooney and Billings. John 
O'Connell, true to his masters, dissented and made an impassioned attack 
against the resolution. On every occasion since then, he has overtly and actively 
opposed Mooney and Billings. 

As already mentioned, O’Connell was an intimate friend of Frederick J. 
Roster, President of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. It is unnecessary 
to point out the role of any President of the Chamber of Commerce, Roster was 
the most rabid of all the open shoppers, and the leader of the “frameup" crew 
which railroaded Mooney and Billings to the “pen" for life. Roster is quoted as 
saying August 2E5, 1916, “That the bomb explosion hus proven to the people of 
San Francisco the need of the Open Shop." In the face of this open and frank 
admission, the relationship between O'Connell and Roster becomes even more 
significant. 

The following text of a conversation between O'Connell and Rebecca Rainey, 
proves conclusively the unspeakable treachery of this outstanding California 
“labor leader." Rebecca Rainey at the time of the conversation, was the Exe¬ 
cutive Secretary of the Purchasing Department of the Food Administration of 
the United States Government, Western Division. Immediately after speaking 
to O’Connell Miss Rainey proceeded to the Defense Committee's office and 
dictated the gist of this important conversation. Miss Rainey positively informed 
those present, as she did Tom Mooney a little later, that her dictated text was 
an accurate version of her talk with O'Connell. It took place on November 22, 
1918, just six days before Governor Stephens commuted Mooney's death sentence 
to life imprisonment. 

O'Connell: “Well, I've just come from a visit with my friend, Fred Roster. 
You know he is a fine fellow—one of the finest fellows that ever lived.” 

Miss Rainey: “Roster? Which Roster do you mean, Mr. O'Connell?” 

“O'Connell: "Why Fred Roster of the Chamber of Commerce,” 

Miss Rainey: “Why that's funny. I guess 1 haven’t been correctly informed. 
My understanding was that you were supposed to represent the people who are 
opposed to him." 
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O'Connell: “Why—say—Koster is a splendid fellow. When yon know him 
he is one of the finest fellows you ever met. A lot of these fellows who are 
fighting him are lucky to have him there, instead of someone else. Somebody has 
to fill the job. Somebody has to be the President. If they didn't have Koster, 
they might have somebody else who might be far more erratic. He is a prince 
of a fellow when yon know him. I was just telling him—I said, "You're all right 
yourself but yon are like old dog tray; you're in bad company.' Oh, yes, don't 
ever believe anything against Fred Koster. He *s all right. Take his own place; 
it's 100 per cent union. All union over there." 

Miss Rainey: "What place do you mean, Mr. O'Connell V* 

O'Connell: “Why his place—The California Barrel Works—it's union all 
through.” 

Miss Rainey: “Is that so?" 

O'Connell: “Sure, it’s so. There are a lot of knockers around but, believe 
me, Koster is all right." 

Miss Rainey: “What do you think of the Mooney case, Mr. O'Connell?" 

O'Connell: "What do 1 think of it? Well, I think they'll get this fellow 
Mooney hanged if they keep on with this agitation about strikes and all the 
rest. They'll force the Governor to hang him, sure. You know' they tried the 
same stuff with Ford and Suhr, those W r heatland rioters. Same stuff exactly— 
threats, intimidation, and all that stuff. They make a great mistake. You can't 
accomplish anything that way; and, as far as Mooney is concerned, if his sen¬ 
tence is commuted, he is lucky. A man with his tendencies couldn't expect 
anything else.” 

Miss Rainey: “You think he is guilty?” 

O'Connell: “Well, I wouldn't go as far as to say that; but I'll say this: Life 
imprisonment is the best a fellow like Mooney could expect—and it's too good 
for him. Say, you don't know him, but I do. He's a menace. He wants to run 
everything. He's always butting in. Preaches violence; advocates murder. Why, 
if yon let Ills kind go about, no one would be safe.” 

Miss Rainey: “Do you really think he committed this act, though, Mr, 
O'Connell? Regardless of everything else, of course, everybody understands he 
was tyied for this one specific act,” 

O'Connell: “Well, that's something I wouldn't like to he quoted on; but I 
know this; if you and I—in this room—are advocating the use of dynamite and, 
after discussing it, we walked out and within the next hour or so this building 
blows up, you wouldn't have to try very hard to convince any reasonable man 
that we did it." 

Miss Rainey: “Well, how about Oxman? Do you take any stock in him?" 

O'Connell: “No, 1 can’t say that I do." 

Miss Rainey: “Well, if you did, I’d think you had a pretty strong nose, Mr, 
O’Connell," 

O'Connell: “Oh no (laughing), he was too raw. I don't think anybody 
takes much stock in him; but of course, no matter what Oxman was, that has 
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nothing to do with what Mooney la. This Mooney Is a man without principle. 
He would do up Ms own mother. He is a man who will brook no restraint. You 
can t reason with him. You can't turn him aside from his purpose. In a case 
like this there is only one thing to do—TO PUT HIM AWAY FOR LIFE— 
where he can't do any harm." 

Miss Rainey: "Well, if what you say about Mooney is true, how do you 
make out it was necessary to import a perjurer to convict him? And, another 
thing: Row is it you leel this way and at the same time your Unions here are 
supporting the Mooney Defense League?" 

O'Connell: "Supporting? Why, that’s all from the outside. Nobody has any 
interest in him here." 

Miss Rainey: “But your Unions do contribute, don’t they?" 

O'Connell: "Because they forced us to. They've kicked up such a mess with 
this thing we had to lake some kind of action; but the only people out here who 
have any real interest in the case are that hunch over at the Defense League, 
It’s a good graft for them; and that’s the only reason they're interested in the 
Mooney case. Look at the jobs those fellows are holding down; and naturally, 
they’re working to keep them; hut, as far as wc are concerned, there's nothing 
to it. We've simply been forced into taking the stand we have taken. 11 

There is little to add to this. There can he no more damning indictment 
against John O'Connell than these words from his own mouth. But it is well 
to know r just what O’Connell meant when he declared that the reason some of 
the unions contributed to the Defense Fund of Mooney and Billings was: "Be* 
cause we were forced to. They've kicked up such a mess with this thing that we 
had to take some kind of action." 

O'Connell refers to the overwhelming majority of the rank and file of the 
A. F. of L, who have rallied around Tom Mooney and Warren Billings, and 
supported the Defense Committee with their nickels, dimes and small donations. 
The mighty “wave of support and protest from Labor's ranks compelled O'Connell 
and the San Francisco labor leaders to ask the Governor in office at that time, 
William D. Stephens, to spare Tom Mooney's life. All the San Francisco labor 
officials shared O'Connell's desire, "put him away for life," but they did not 
dare disobey the demands of the rank and file. So, five days after O'Connell 
brutally stated his real opinion about Tom Mooney to Miss Rainey, a committee 
from the San Francisco Labor Council called on Governor Stephens. O'Connell, 
with consummate hypocrisy, acted as spokesman for the committee. Officially, 
he asked for a pardon and a new trial. But what did he say privately? 

Seharrenberg was also a member of this committee. He also shared O'Con- 

i 

nell's wish, "to put him away for life." Governor Stephens certainly understood 
that no California labor leader wanted Mooney pardoned. He understood that 
they wanted him "put away for life." He neither pardoned him nor granted him 
a now trial, he merely commuted the death sentence to life imprisonment. "If 
his sentence is commuted, he is lucky." That is what O'Connell told Miss Rainey 
only six days before the Governor did commute the sentence. That is what 
O'Connell, Seharrenberg and such ilk must have told the Governor one day 
before he commuted the sentence. Governor Stephens wrote, when he commuted 
the sentence: "I refuse to recognise the case in any fashion representing a clash 
between labor and capital." That is what Paul Seharrenberg, Michael Casey, 
James Mullen, and John O’Cotmell have been saying for 15 years. 
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it is somewhat depressing to realize that while the workers did insist that 
their “leaders 1 * compel the California Governor to heed their demands that Tom 
Mooney’s life be spared, they did not pash far enough, or hard enough. Had 
they been a little more determined, a little more Insistent, Mooney and Billings 
would not be in San Quentin and Folsom today. 


San Francisco Labor Council 

Against both the open and concealed enemies of the workers, therefore of 
Mooney and Billings, the labor movement must wage a relentless fight* Only 
continued struggle by Labor can wrest Mooney and Billings from their dungeons. 
The workers must shatter the lies of the Sc barren bergs, Caseys, and O'Connells. 
They must smash the chains by which the “labor leaders’* would bind these two 
men forever in San Quentin and Folsom, No A, F. of L. body in California has 
ever made even a pretense to support Mooney and Billings except when forced 
through the pressure of the rank and file. The Benedict Arnolds of Labor have 
used every trick, even violence, to smother the just resentment of the workers 
over this 15“year-old outrage against union labor. 

The officials of the San Francisco Labor Council have throttled, at all times, 
the wishes of the workers they are supposed to represent. They have never been 
sincere when asked to help Mooney and Billings. On September 2, 1916, an 
appeal from the Defense Committee in behalf of the bomb defendants was filed 
without action by the Council, while on September 29, 1916, a letter written by 
Billings requesting aid from the Council was pigeon-holed by the Law and 
Legislative Committee* A few months later, February 23, 1917, the Council 
rejected two resolutions offering to aid Mooney and Billings, and adopted a 
resolution instructing its ever-convenient buffer, the Law and Legislative Com* 
mittee, to “investigate** the bomb trial. 

Mother Jones, Labor's Joan of Arc, appeared before the Council December 
20, 1918, and made a stirring appeal “for the Council to send a delegate to the 
Mooney-Billings Labor Congress” which was to be held in Chicago the following 
January. Despite Mother Jones* pleading, the Council refused to co-operate with 
the Labor Congress, assuming the position that no effort to free Mooney and 
Billings should be taken outside the “regular** A. F. of L, channels. What an 
ironic statement! The “regular A. F* of L, channels” had never helped the two 
imprisoned men, and the Council was well aware of this fact. 

When the friends of Mooney and Billings heard about a huge mass meeting 
held at the Coliseum, Chicago, where over 20,000 citizens under the auspices of 
the Chicago Federation of Labor demanded a Congressional investigation of the 
frameup, they decided to hold a similar meeting in San Francisco. On March 
29, 1918, a resolution was introduced in the Labor Council requesting Labor's 
endorsement for a mass meeting at the Civic Center Auditorium. Did the Labor 
Council give its endorsement? Of course not! The Defense Committee de¬ 
termined to hold the mass meeting without the endorsement of the Council, and 
a huge throng heard Mother Jones and Mrs. Sheehy Skeffingtdn speak. 

With true Irish pugnacity, Mrs, Skeffington, wife of the Irish publicist 
murdered during the Irish Rebellion, said: “I want you politicians in the Labor 
movement to know we are watching you. You thought more of your politics in 
this case than you did of Labor.” A few days after the mass meeting, the Irish 
Voice of Labor printed another blast from her: “I had the privilege of speaking 
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Car Mooney, though some of the local labor politicians tried to prevent me from 
voicing support o£ Irish Labor for him, 11 

On every possible occasion the San Francisco Labor Council has gone on 
record as opposing any and all efforts on behalf of the imprisoned men. In every 
labor center, except San Francisco* on Labor Day, 1918, Mooney and Billings 
banners were carried In the parades or displayed In the halls in all demonstra¬ 
tions held in the United States, In the city that was about to hang Mooney and 
send Billings to prison for life, there was not a word spoken, not a banner shown, 
telling of these comrades of the marchers. 

The Tom Mooney Molders Defense Committee, February, 1929, requested 
the use of the San Francisco Labor Temple for a mass meeting in behalf of Tom 
Mooney, at which meeting Judge Griffin and former U. S. Investigator McCarthy 
were to speak for the pardon of these two men. The "labor leaders' 1 as usual, 
refused, and the meeting was held at the Knights of Columbus Hall with an 
overflow attendance. 

The treachery of the officials of the Labor Council is evident. They are the 
tools of Big Business. The Mo on ey-B tilings case is a class issue, a manifestation 
of the constant struggle between Capital and Labor, and these officials stand 
exposed as auxiliary, but highly important aids of the Corporations in the fight 
against the workers and Mooney and Billings. 

Union Labor Parly Supervisors Vole Funds to 
‘Tnune” Mooney and Billings 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors controls the expenditures of the 
police department and the District Attorney's office. At the time Mooney and 
Billings were being framed union labor had a working majority on the Board, 
The following Supervisors for San Francisco County were elected as candidates 
of the Union Labor Party and the San Francisco Labor Council: 

C. .1, DBAS Y, Union Labor Party; 

A. J. GALLAGHER, Photo engraver a Union; 

JOHN HYNES, Musicians Union, Local No, 6; 

JOSEPH LAHANEY, Union Labor Party; 

CHARLES NELSON, Business Agent, Building Trades Council; 

ED. D. NOLAN, Bricklayers Union; 

JOHN O. WALSH, Molders Union, Local No. 164; 

R. J. WELCH, Molders Union, Local No. 164; 

RALPH McLaren, Union Labor Party; 

JAMES G. POWER, Union Labor Party; 

ED BRANDON, Union Labor Party. 

Did any of these "labor” representatives protest the appropriations of funds 
to "frame” Mooney and Billings? Did any of these men question the expendi¬ 
ture of funds overtly used to convict two innocent members of organized labor? 
Of course not! 

November 21, 1916. Resolution No, 13605 (new series), was passed approv¬ 
ing the expenditure of $2,5 00.0 0, which was spent in connection with the 
Mooney-Billings prosecution; 

April 4, 191?. Resolution No, 14175 (new series) was passed approving the 
expenditure of $1,500,00, which was spent in the same way; 

August 7. 1917. An additional sum of $7,500.00 was authorized for "special 
expense of the Police Department and District Attorney in connection with in¬ 
vestigation and prosecution of flie perpetrators of tlie bomb explosion." 
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The Board of Supervisors also approved the expenditure of $3,150,00 to 
pay the wages of Swanson, the P. G. & E* detective who directed the frameup 
from Fickert's office, and also accepted Swanson's additional hills for auto hire 
and incidental expenses. Not a word from any of “labor's 1 ' supervisors regard¬ 
ing the P* G, & E. detective on the city pay-roll, or a question as to why a man 
such as Swanson—sworn enemy of Labor—was permitted to direct the “investi¬ 
gation” by the District Attorney's office* 

Ail the “representatives” of labor willingly gave their assent to the frame- 
up* These cowardly labor politicians, like all politicians, were only concerned 
about their own selfish personal interests, first, last and all the time* 

James W, Mullen and the “Labor Clarion” 

The “Labor Clarion/' official organ of the San Francisco Labor Council, 
under the editorship of one of the most reactionary old fossils in the labor move¬ 
ment —James W* Mullen—has exceeded even the hostile capitalist press in its 
long campaign of vilification and falsehood when writing about Mooney, Bill¬ 
ings, or their friends. On May 25, IB 19, the "Clarion” with great gusto de¬ 
nounced the earnest, militant workers, who, by means of a general strike tried 
to save their doomed comrades, and stated: “This is a turbulent little band of 
dreamers which is endeavoring in contravention of the laws of the labor move¬ 
ment to bring about a general strike to affect political purposes, the release of 
Mooney and Billings.” 

February 23, 1917, the “Glanon” commented editorially: 

“The ridiculous contention of some of those connected with the 
trials (of Mooney and Billings) to the effect that the prosecution of 
these defendants was a scheme hatched by the Chamber of Commerce 
In order to strike a blow at organized labor, was treated with contempt 
because of the impossibility of that body injuring the labor movement 
through any of the defendants is fully appreciated, owing to the fact 
that none of them was a representative of the organized workers of 
this city*” 

Besides being a lie, this quotation clearly shows the natural alignment of 
the California “labor leaders” with the Chamber of Commerce. Mullen knew 
Tom Mooney had credentials to organize the platform men of the United Rail¬ 
ways Company. If such credentials are not "representative” Mullen should state 
what, in his estimation, constitutes a labor representative? If Mooney and 
Billings are not true representatives of labor, who is? Does Mullen, by exchang¬ 
ing amenities with the Chamber of Commerce, call such acts those of a true 
“representative of labor”? If Mullen looked after the interests of labor as well 
as he attends to the wants of the Chamber of Commerce, the rank and file might 
have some respect for him. 

The following excerpt from the March 30, 1917, issue of the "Labor Clarion” 
dearly shows the attitude of the local “leaders”: 

“The San Francisco Labor Movement knows its own business and 
is In no way In need of advice from dreamers either In Cleveland or 
Oakland* It also knows more about the union connections and activ¬ 
ities of the San Francisco men (Mooney and Billings) than do the 
prigs who are so free with their advice. * * . It is thoroughly informed 
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as to its friends and enemies and cannot be easily deceived by anyone 
so Bolsheviks may as well cease their bellowing/ 1 

Yes, the Clarion and the “Labor leaders 1 "—not the labor movement—were 
well informed as to their friends; the Chamber of Commerce, the politicians of 
the state, and the whole frameup crew. Mullen and all the other reactionaries 
clearly perceived that Mooney and Billings and the militant workers who rallied 
Lo their defense were strongly against such friendships. 

When the confession of John McDonald, one of the chief witnesses in the 
Mooney-Billings trial, was published, the “Clarion,” February 4, 1921, stated: 

“Another sensation has been thrown to the public in the Mooney 
case by the publication of an alleged confession made by John McDon¬ 
ald at Trenton, N„ J., last Monday, The alleged confessor is said to 
have sworn to a statement that he was coached in his testimony in the 
Mooney case by District Attorney Fickert. and that he did not tell the 
truth. If the newspaper stories are true then McDonald has perjured 
himself in a very serious manner. If he did not tell the truth at the 
trial then lie has been grillty of sending an innocent man to the peni¬ 
tentiary on perjured testimony. If he is not telling the truth now he 
Is endeavoring to liberate a guilty man. In either event, if published 
stories are true, McDonald should be in the penitentiary.” 

This is rather obscure reasoning but it is sufficient to show the complete 
affinity of Mullen and the California “labor leaders” for the frameup ciew that 
sent Mooney and Billings to prison. 

On June G, 19.19, the “Clarion” became very indignant over the fact that 
Anton Johansen, one of the few militants of the A, F. of L., made the charge 
in Southern Illinois that: “No one in this country is more responsible for Tom 
Mooney’s conviction and continued incarceration than certain labor leaders in 
San Francisco.” In this same Issue of the paper, Mullen sharply condemned a 
mass meeting that was attended by over 10,000 people because the meeting was 
addressed by what he termed “Imported Red orators such as Mother Jones and 
other radical talents,” 

If these quotations are not enough, one more example will illustrate the 
complete corruption of the “Labor Clarion,” its editor and the “labor leaders” 
it represents. In every Labor Day Issue, the “Clarion” carries a full-page ad¬ 
vertisement of two of the worst anti-labor firms in this country—Sears Roebuck 
& Co., and Montgomery Ward & Co. Chicago" Typographical Union No, 16 is now 
in the midst of an active campaign against these firms, as all their printing—- 
$10,000,000.00 and over—Is done by a notoriously scab firm. James W. Mullen 
is a member of the Typographical Union, yet, In spite of the vigorous fight waged 
by his own union, he betrays his fellow-craftsmen for a few pieces of silver. 

Of course, the San Francisco Labor Council and the Directors of the "Labor 
Clarion” fully endorse J, W. Mil lien. March 19, 1919, a resolution adopted by 
the Council highly commended Mullen, and stated: “That he was not temporiz¬ 
ing with rainbow-chasing faddists” and that “the welfare of the millions had 
been the thought kept foremost in Mullen’s mind . . , that the 'Labor Clarion’ 
had been a strong influence toward keeping the labor movement on an even keel 
during this time while the crazy-quilt theorists have been struggling desperately 
to turn things topsy-turvy.” 
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Mullen Lands His Political Plum 

All of these excerpts from the “Labor Clarion"' bear witness to the point of 
view of a paper and editor that boasts of tlieir sincerity to labor while forging 
chains to hold Tom Mooney. Mullen and his friends act as apologists for Big 
Business, They blindfold the workers by the use of such terms as "rainbow 
chasing faddists”—"keeping the labor movement on an even keel" and reference 
to Mother Jones as "an imported Red' orator*" Hobnobbing with the Chamber 
of Commerce might be James Mullen's idea of keeping the labor movement on 
an even keel by keeping workers from striking when conditions are intolerable, 
bnt it is not Tom Mooney's idea. Any sensible working man knows what to do 
w r hen conditions go from bad to worse, but Mullen gets his wages regularly, so 
what does he care about the workers? His job is to fool them, keep Mooney and 
Billings in prison and retain his standing with the Chamber of Commerce. 

The Chamber of Commerce and Big Business know Mullen is their ’willing 
tool. They know he is ready to obey orders at all times, and that he does not 
hesitate to betray the interest of the workers* He is "safe*" As a reward, Big 
Business "advised" Governor Rolph to appoint him Labor Commissioner for 
the State of California. Now, In a strategic position, lie will be able to spread 
his poisonous lies about Tom Mooney with greater effect. 

There can be no doubt that Mullen will try to persuade Governor Rolpk 
not to pardon Tom Mooney. He has replaced Paul Seharrenberg in the Official 
Family of the Governor of California, but Scharrenberg's policy of betrayal will 
surely be continued through the zealous efforts of James W. Mullen* 

Tom Mooney — Loyal Trade-Unionist 

It has often been charged by the California “Labor Leaders" that Tom 
Mooney was not a representative of the organized workers of San Francisco, 
On the floor of the Labor Council, March 15, 1918, Barney Doyle of the Municipal 
Carmen’s Union, made the statement that; "Fiekert had ner^o^i 11 ^ 
him that he. Fickort, was assured by the President of the Labor Council, A. W. 
Brouillet, and other members of the committee from the Council, that the 
Mooney-Billings cases would not be made a labor case." Briefly, the facts are 
that for twenty-eight years Mooney has been a continuous active member in 
good standing of the International Molders Union which is affiliated to the 
American Federation of Labor. He was a delegate to the San Francisco Labor 
Council; Trustee of his Local Union; and has been elected a delegate to every 
International Convention of the Molders Union for the past twenty years. Three 
of these delegateships were voted to him while he was in prison; one was given 
while he was under death sentence* All of these votes were given him as an 
indication of confidence in his innocence. The International Molders Convention 
in Cleveland, Ohio, 1923, also elected him a delegate to the Convention of the 
American Federation of Labor from the International Molders Union. 

Let these facts answer the lies of the crooked labor grafters in California. 

“Labor Leaders* 5 Do Not Want Mooney Pardoned 

"Mooney is guilty," California labor leaders confidently tell their friends. 
As proof they state: immediately after the arrest of Tom Mooney and his co¬ 
defendants, Charles Fickert sent for all the major labor leaders of San Fran¬ 
cisco, and at a conference in his office he "proved" the bomb defendants were 
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guilty. They say he showed them a large table on which was spread “evidence 
establishing their guilt.' 1 This was the “evidence”: 

A suitcase filled with dynamite; a time clock mechanism to set off the 
dynamite; bullets; ball bearings found in the homes of the defendants; powder 
for high explosives; cases of “radical” literature. 

That is why Michael Casey and his ilk go about the United States and repeat: 
“Mooney is no good”; that is why the major labor officials have often stated the 
Mooney-BIllings case was not a labor issue; that is why they have constantly 
tried to block an effective Mooney-Billings defense. 

The “labor leaders” fail to tell their friends that none of the “evidence” 
Fickert had shown them in his office was produced at the triala. That it was 
proven none of the bomb defendants ever owned a suitcase full of dynamite, or 
a time clock mechanism, That the bullets were for a “32” rifle used by Billings 
to go hunting. That the “high explosive powder” was some Epsom Salts found 
in Nolan's home, and used for bathing. They fail to state they never visited any 
of the defendants in the San Francisco County Jail, in order to ascertain whether 
Fickert was telling the truth* 

In 1916 the California labor officials all too willingly accepted the word of 
Fickert and the Chamber of Commerce that all the defendants were guilty, and 
during all the intervening years they have acted as their spokesmen, and re¬ 
peated this ghastly lie. 

The “labor leaders” are just as treacherous today as they were during the 
trial and the years immediately after. These officials are now more determined 
than ever that Tom Mooney shall remain in prison* or at the very most shall he 
released only with the restrictions of parole. Mooney pardoned would be dan¬ 
gerous for these betrayers of Labor. Paroled he would be effectively hamstrung 
with the shadow of the walls of San Quentin constantly over him. 

The following letter written January 23, 192$, to Tom Mooney by Fremont 
Older, Editor of the San Francisco “Call-Bulletin" is most illuminating: 

I have had a long talk with Governor Young this afternoon. I 
have just come from the meeting and i have not any hope that he can 
be induced to pardon you. 

I suppose that Mrs... has told you how labor feels. 

When 1 say labor I mean the leaders of labor. They seem not to wont 
you pardoner!. They prefer that you should come out on parole* 
Governor Young knows that this is wlmt they want and I don’t believe 
he will do the thing I want him to do and what you want him to do. 

Here is a paragraph from Older’s book, “My Own Story,” published by the 
MacMillan Co, It* too, speaks for itself: 

The little faith in human nature that I had left after the (San 
Francisco) graft prosecution was considerably lessened by my ex¬ 
perience in trying to bring about the pardon of these two men 
(Mooney and Billings). It was lessened still more when I discovered 
that ten of the twelve prominent local labor leaders were either 
actively conniving at keeping these men in prison or doing nothing to 
help them. This threw me into a despondent mood. I had learned to 
expect that kind of attitude from the rich and powerful, and those who 
fawned upon them, but to find the foremost local leaders of labor either 
acting or thinking with them was more than I could calmly bear. 
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The outstanding “labor leaders'* of California are known to have pleaded 
in confidence with Governor Young not to pardon Tom Mooney, for “to pardon 
Mooney would disturb the regular labor movement/' “Disturb the labor move- 
ment?” Certainly Mooney would disturb the labor movement. His method would 
be to disturb the enemies of labor, the very ones whose favor the labor leaders 
curry, Tom Mooney is known wherever workers congregate, because he Is In 
prison for his ideals and activities as a labor leader, and not for squirming 
around and fawning upon the enemies of labor, I-Iow many of these “labor 
leaders" are known any distance from their club, golf course or local '‘social 
set”? Yes, Tom Mooney would disturb the labor movement, but the disturbance 
would start at the top, with the misleaders, The rank and file would rally 
around him and give him their support. The labor politicians have personal 
reasons for keeping Tom Mooney in prison. Their jobs are at stake. That is 
why THERE IS NOT A SINGLE LABOR LEADER IN CALIFORNIA WHO IS 
ON RECORD IN BLACK AND WHITE IN A LETTER TO THE GOVERNOR OF 
CALIFORNIA URGING THE PARDON OF TOM MOONEY AND WARREN 
BILLINGS, 

There is not a single American Federation of Labor body in California that 
will give credentials to anyone working for Tom Mooney. Representatives of 
the Defense Committee are even refused permission to speak before the unions 
in his behalf. Most California unions absolutely refuse to give funds to the Tom 
Mooney Holders Defense Committee, 

Whenever an effort has been made to start an active campaign for the 
pardon of these victims, the California "labor leaders" have deliberately blocked 
all attempts of the Defense Committee. That "leaders" representing labor unions 
should aid and abet the forces that keep two militant trade-unionists in jail 
seems astounding, but it is true. 

The hostile attitude of the California A. F. of L* leadership was clearly 
revealed during the farcical review of the Billings pardon application by the 
California Supreme Court, The California State Federation of Labor, the Cali¬ 
fornia Building Trades Council, the Labor Councils and Building Trades Councils 
from the large cities of the State did not have a single representative at any of 
the hearings. No California labor officials made an effort to protect the interests 
of their helpless and shackled comrades. Is it not amazing that men who were 
once working men, but who have now risen in the ranks of labor through the 
trust'and confidence placed in them by their rank and file members, should be 
so callous, so base and so slimy, that they betray the men who are in prison 
solely because they vrere fighting on the front lines of the struggle between 
Labor and Capital? 

The California State Federation of Labor 

For fourteen years Tom Mooney has collected and compiled data concerning 
the activities of the labor misleaders who could have helped him had they been 
less craven. Each succeeding year brought new data to light, each day other 
misleaders came out in their true colors. Day by day Tom Mooney has seen the 
captains of industry and finance, their political satellites, the California state 
officials, and their subservient tools, the labor leaders, strengthen the hold of 
the jailers upon Billings and himself. 

One of the most flagrant acts of betrayal occurred at the Marysville Conven- 
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tion of the California State Federation of Labor, September, 1930, when the 
Federation refused to demand the pardon of Mooney and Billings at the most 
critical period of the case; neither did the Executive Council of the State Federa¬ 
tion of Labor go on record for a pardon. No doubt the bat-like labor “Czars” 
were so busy with the agents of Big Business that they could not, and would not, 
consider the demand of the whole labor movement for the pardon of Mooney 
and Billings. They “were not interested 7 '! 

It Ss very significant that the California State Federation of Labor, with 
thousands of dollars in its treasury, has not donated one cent to defend Mooney 
and Hillings for the past twelve years; and (he California State Building Trades 
Council lias never given a nickel for the defense of these two men during the 
entire fifteen years of their imprisonment. 

Directly after Governor Young's refusal to pardon Mooney and Billings, 
the foremost ‘Tabor leaders’ 7 of California formed a Union Labor Governor 
Young Club and were zealously active in the campaign for his re-election. They 
urged all Trade Unionists to vote for the jailer of Mooney and Billings—and the 
few ‘Tenders” who did not climb onto Young's bandwagon supported one of 
the other major candidates, who were non-committal on the Mooney-Billings 
issue. 

Labor Leaders Who Supported Mooney and Billings Jailer 

The most conspicuous “labor leaders” who campaigned for the renomination 
of the servile tool of the corporation, C* C, Young, during the 1930 primaries 
are listed here, for the world’s notice: 

PAUL SCHARRENBERG, Secretary-Treasurer, California Federation of Labor; 

MICHAEL CASEY* Vice President, International Brotherhood of Teamsters; 

JOHN O’CONNELL, Secretary, San Francisco Labor Council; 

ROE BAKER. President, San Francisco Labor Council; Vice President, Interna¬ 
tional Barbers Union; 

FRANK C. MCDONALD. President, California State Building Trades Council; 

JOHN McLAUGIlLIN, Teamsters Union No. 85; Internal Revenue Collector, San 
Francisco; 

JAMES HOPKINS, Vice President, California State Federation of Labor; 

THEODORE JOHNSON, legal advisor, San Francisco Labor Council; 

GEORGE DIXON, Business Agent of Chauffeurs Union; 

GEORGE KI DWELL, Business Agent, Bakery Drivers Union. 

The American Federation of Labor 

The American Federation of Labor, on a national scale, has done absolutely 
nothing to help Mooney and Billings. In some instances there are A, F, of L. 
leaders whose perfidy equals that of the California officials. 

During the fifteen years that Mooney and Billings have suffered in prison 
because of their labor activities, the Official Organ of the A, F, of L. the “Ameri¬ 
can Federation 1st,” never once printed a line concerning the arrests, the trials, 
the convictions, and the demands for a pardon. The names of Mooney and 
Billings have never appeared in the pages of this publication devoted to “or¬ 
ganized labor in the United States.” 

The American Federation of Labor with hundreds of thousands of dollars 
in its treasury, has never given a single penny for the defense of Mooney and 
Billings. Just before the close of the 1917 Convention of the A. F. of L. at 
Buffalo, a resolution demanding new trials for Mooney and Billings was so 
amended that the "punch” from the resolution was taken out. Among the 
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matter extracted from the original resolution was a request calling tor financial 
assistance to the defense. 

As a result of baseless charges made at the 19 ID A* F. of L. Convention at 
Atlantic City, E, D, Nolan made the following statement, in part, in answer to 
the charges made against the handling of the Mooney case by the Defense 
League: "In reply to a question asking the attitude of the Defense League In 
connection with the reported charges of disruption at the A, P\ of L* Convention, 
the Mooney Defense forces represented by Trade Unions which have conducted 
the defense of the Mooney case do not feel that it is at all necessary, after the 
clean and clear fight of nearly three years* to reply to the jealous and carping 
criticism of the disgruntled old grandmothers in the American Labor movement. 
Torn Mooney has realized since his first day in jail that the reactionary gang of 
officials who are responsible for the charges of disruption against the defense 
are his enemies, and that he would stand a better show for life and liberty from 
Fiekert and the California Junkers than from such personal enemies as Frey and 
his kind of extreme reactionary group on guard at Atlantic City.” 

For three years, 1926-27-28, Tom Mooney, in an attempt to arouse interest 
in the case, sent mimeographed sets of documents* which conclusively estab¬ 
lished Billings' and Ills innocence* to many persons of influence. A set mailed 
to President William Green of the A. F. of L. brought forth this "warm and 
encouraging" answer from Washington, D. C,, April 25, 1927: 

Please accept my acknowledgment of the receipt of your letter 
of April 17, with enclosures. Very truly yours. 

In January, 1928, Mooney again wrote President Green. Two and a half 
months later Green replied and among other things asked: 

Will you also advise me if you still maintain the position that you 
will not "under any circumstances accept a parole, hut that you insist 
upon a complete pardon"? 

Only an enemy would suggest a parole rather than a pardon for Mooney. 
That was what Governor Young suggested "at the proper time" and it was 
echoed by Scharrenberg, a political creature of Young, President Green knows 
a parole would not only mean that Mooney would continue legally to bear the 
stigma of a crime he did not commit—that his innocence would not he admitted 
—but it would mean that MOONEY WOULD BE RELEASED FROM PRISON 
BUT NOT GIVEN HIS FREEDOM. President Green knows why Mooney re¬ 
fuses to accept a parole, yet, he continues to urge him to apply for one. In 
his last interview to the press on the Mooney case, February 20, 1931, William 
Green again stated he wished Tom Mooney to accept a parole. Is it because 
President Green knows that Tom Mooney w r ould be under constant police sur¬ 
veillance and that he could be returned to the penitentiary at any time* that he 
does not favor the demand for a pardon? 

The Convention of the A. F. of L. held at Los Angeles, in 1 927, and the 
activities of the labor leaders at the convention, unmistakably indicates their 
real attitude on the Mooney-Billings case. Among the principal speakers was 
Governor C. 0. Young, Naturally* Paul Scharrenberg, who has been his close 
friend for over twenty years, dhl his utmost to have the delegates not embarrass 
Young by undue reference to the Mooney-BUlingS case. In this "noble" task 
he was most ably assisted by the foremost "red-baiter" of the A. F. of L.* 
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Matthew Wo 11, Vice-President of the American Federation and Chairman of 
the powerful Resolutions Committee. Also a member of this committee was 
Victor Olander, Secretary of the Iliinois State Federation of Labor and Secre¬ 
tary-Treasurer of Scharrenberg's ''own' 1 Seamen’s Union, 

And so it happens that in 1927, the American Federation of Labor in con¬ 
vention in the City of Los Angeles, California, Mooney and Billings' home State, 
failed Cor the first time to resolutely demand the unconditional pardon of these 
two men. Edward Nockels, Secretary of the Chicago Federation of Labor, had 
Come from Chicago expressly to urge the Convention to take a stand on this 
question, but the Resolutions Committee, influenced by 0lander and Wall, at 
the solicitation of Paul Scharrenberg, successfully consigned the Pardon Resolu¬ 
tion to the “graveyard—the Executive Council of the A. F. o! L. This is the 
text of the committee's recommendation; 

The committee is of the opinion that the general purpose of the 
resolution can be accomplished by Instructing the President and 
Executive Council to use their judgment as to the procedure best cal¬ 
culated to bring about the release of Mooney and Billings and recom¬ 
mends that the President and Council be so instructed. The committee 
also recommends that all affiliated organizations, including Central 
Bodies and State Federation of Labor be guided solely by the declara¬ 
tion of the American Federation of Labor and the advice given from 
time to time by the President and the Executive Council whenever 
called upon to take action regarding the case to which the resolution 
refers. 

Thus the convention did not pass a resolution on the Mooney-Billings case. 
It ignored the leading labor issue in the state where the convention was held. 
That is how the American Federation of Labor “supported" Mooney and Billings 
at a time when concerted action by all their friends was most needed to secure 
pardons for them. The A. F. of L, resolution distinctly ordered all affiliated or¬ 
ganizations to be guided solely by the declarations of the President and the 
Executive Council—who thereupon forgot to make any. 

The 19 2 7 convention did more than this. At the solicitation of Paul Schar- 
renfrerg, Matthew Woll again came to bis rescue with this resolution; 

That before moneys are appropriated to other than union organiza¬ 
tions listed in official directory of A. F. of L. that information with 
regard to the organization making the request and purpose for which 
the money is to be used be sought and obtained from the President of 
the A. F, of L, , , , The committee recommends that the resolution be 
adopted and that the President be instructed to send copies thereof to 
all affiliated National and International Unions, State Federations. 

City Central Bodies, Federal Labor Unions and to the Labor Press. 

Paul Scharrenberg, through the willing assistance of the A. F. of L. officials, 
secured these two resolutions and so thoroughly revealed himself as the “help¬ 
ful friend' 1 of Mooney and Billings, Let the workers know him by his own 
actions. He stifled the angry protests of the rank and file of the American 
Fedei’ation of Labor, and not content with that he went further and made It 
practically impossible for anybody directly chartered by the A. F. of L. such as: 
Local Federated Labor Unions, Central Labor Unions, State Federations of 
Labor, to subscribe funds for the defense of Mooney and Billings. 
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Seharrenberg and the A. F. of L. leaders cunningly, but effectively, ac¬ 
complished their task. The rank and tile was gagged, Governor Young was 
saved from embarrassment, and Big Business was obviously informed that it 
need not worry—Mooney and Billings would not be helped by the A. F. of L. 
to secure their pardon. And no such help was ever offered. 

Ed. Nockels, the loyal friend of Mooney, wrote him February 25, 1928, in 
part as follows: 

, , . Of course, Olander, I believe, w r as greatly influenced (in 
drafting the resolutions) by Seharrenberg, although he denies this, 

I understand your position in reference to parole. I think you are 
right about it and so I argue with anyone who thinks differently. . . . 

We atl know that the recommendations of the committee (A. F. of L. 
Convention, Resolutions Committee, 1927) that no one must intercede 
in the Mooney case was done at the instigation of Seharrenberg and 
Olander. 1 have denounced Olander in no unmistakable terms about 
the report of the committee. 

Of course, Tom, I know of no official in the labor movement in 
California, or on the Coast for that matter, who is sincere in your be¬ 
half and that, after all, is the biggest drawback and this made me 
realize, and in fact I was told so by Seharrenberg directly, that the 
labor movement could well take care of itself without interference 
from the outside, 

I must close this letter because of my indignation in reference to 
your case. Command me at any time and I am at your service, 

Fremont Older wrote Tom Mooney after the Los Angeles Convention, and 
said: 

I was Terribly disappointed at what happened in the A. F. of L. 
Convention in Los Angeles, Of course, you know T who is responsible 
for if without me mentioning any names. Isn't it a strange situation, 
Captain Matheson trying to get you out, and the A, F. of L. trying to 
block it? I would not have believed that the case would ever have got 
into such a situation as it is. However, don't be despondent, you may 
always rely upon my help until the end. 

■ Fremont Older refers directly, although not by name, to Paul Seharrenberg. 
Older calls it a "strange situation. 11 It is more than strange. The situation is 
extraordinary. Captain Matheson is a police officer, hard boiled, unrelenting 
toward all law breakers, hired under oath to perform a certain duty. That duty 
is to arrest the guilty and protect the innocent. Captain Matheson is now certain 
Mooney is innocent, so he wants him pardoned. Fremont Older calls attention 
to this extraordinary fact: A bona fide policeman working for the pardon of 
Tom Mooney and an impromptu "policeman,” Paul Seharrenberg, working over¬ 
time to keep him in prison. Such irregularities are uncommon, but so a re the 
California labor leaders—both uncommon and "irregular.” 

H. L, Mencken, Editor of the "American Mercury,” in a letter to Tom 
Mooney, dated October 25, IS28, wrote in part as follows; 

Thanks very much for the note and for the enclosure. The atti¬ 
tude of Governor Young is simply beyond my comprehension. How 
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any man can have any doubt about your Innocence after reading the 
various letters of the trial judge is more than I can understand, * . , 

The attitude of the California Labor Leaders doesn’t surprise me, I 
distrust the whole outfit They are scabs at heart, 

"THEY ARE SCABS AT HEART!" This conviction forces itself upon every¬ 
one who lias any knowledge of these "labor leaders." They are more than scabs 
at heart; they are scabs in action. 

To ascertain just what the iniquitous 1927 resolution meant* Tom Mooney 
put it to a practical test shortly after the convention. He asked J. H, La Force* 
Secretary of Local Union No. 45* International Union of Operating Engineers* 
an affiliated body, to write President Green for information regarding action 
on the Mooney-Bil lings case, in conformity with the provisions of the resolu¬ 
tion. Mr. La Force complied with Tom Mooney’s request, and wrote President 
Green April 3, 1929. From Washington* D, C., President Green answered as 
follows on April 9, 1929: 

Your letter of April 3rd Is received. You refer to the Mooney case 
and ask my advice as to whether your local union should petition the 
Governor of California for a pardon for Mooney . . * Before taking 
any action I would suggest that you confer with Mr. Scharrenberg. 

Green* presumably, had discussed the Mooney-Biltings matter with Schar¬ 
renberg. Both of them had come to an understanding: the two prisoners must 
remain in the penitentiary. The method Green adopted when he answered this 
letter is devilishly clever. “See Paul Scharrenberg in person.” Don’t write* 
he’d he compelled to reply—be placed on record in black and white. See him in 
person! Why all this secret diplomacy? Paul Scharrenberg's reply to Mr. La 
Force* who visited him after receiving Green’s letter, answers this question. 
"I will neither recommend that you do, or that you don't take any action on the 
Mooney-BiUings case.” Here is political maneuvering with a vengeance. Schar¬ 
renberg knew that as a member of the Harbor Commission he wielded enough 
power to put his visitor under obligation to him, and his reply left no doubt in 
the mind of Mr, La Force. The added emphasis’ on “or that you don’t” gave 
J. H. La Force to understand that if he did take any action he w T ould not only 
jeopardize his own job, but the jobs of many others. This test case amply proves 
that the Czaristic control over the unions exercised by Scharrenberg, together 
with the Los Angeles resolution, effectively blocks a directly chartered body 
from taking any action on the Mooney-Billings case. 

The 1930 Boston A, F, of L. Convention clearly demonstrated the potency 
of the Los Angeles resolution, wdien used by the intriguing A, F. of L. leaders. 
A militantly worded resolution on behalf of Mooney and Billings was introduced 
by Thomas Slavens of the Newport* R, I., Central Labor Union, The resolution 
affirmed the "indisputable evidence submitted during the last year to prove the 
innocence of these two noble labor patriots,” and directed that a telegram be 
sent Governor Young urging immediate pardon, and notifying the two Im¬ 
prisoned labor men of the convention’s action. Matthew Woll as Chairman of 
the Resolutions Committee slashed and cut this resolution until nothing re¬ 
mained hut a simple statement, that the A. F. of L, reaffirms action taken at the 
Los Angeles, New Orleans, and Toronto Conventions, namely* the safe burial 
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of the entire question in the “grave-yard* 1 of the A. F. of L.—the Executive 
Council. 

Matthew Wall, who mutilated Slaven's resolution, ia not only Chairman of 
the Resolutions Committee of the A. F, of L«. but its Vice-President as well* 

He is also acting President of the National Civic Federation, a notorious anti- 
labor organization whose specific function is to fight for the Open Shop. What 
is Matthew Woll doing among bankers and large industrialists? Is he there in 
the Interests of Labor? Or does he act as a representative of the open-shop 
employers? Can Matthew Woll lead workers when they are locked out by em¬ 
ployers, and when they are compelled to strike? Can this friend of bankers, 
brokers and large employers lead unionists who pay him to protect their in¬ 
terests? Of course not! What does Matthew Woll cure about the workers? 
Can Matthew Woll protect and defend militant trade unionists when they are 
framed? Of course not! What does Matthew Woll care about innocent im¬ 
prisoned workers such as Mooney and Billings? His task is to deceive the work¬ 
ers, do the bidding of the bankers and open shoppers, and at all times safe-guard 
the interests of the National Civic Federation, 

No wonder the 2 5 Scripps-Howard newspapers, disgusted with the futility, 
the impotence, the poisonous influence of the leadership of the A, F, of L., 
wrote the following editorial before the Toronto Convention of the Federation, 
October 9, 1929: 

ih To anyone interested in the rights and welfare of workers the American 
Federation of Labor ... is a somewhat pathetic organization. It has to report 
a failure to make appreciable gains in membership, being now below 3,000,000 
compared with its 5,000,000 and more in 1920* It has to report a labor awaken¬ 
ing in the JSouth in which it has little share. * * * It has to report increased 
technological unemployment caused by machines doing the work of men, and 
Us own inability to obtain government unemployment and old age pension sys¬ 
tems to protect scrapped labor. It has to report basic industries such as coal and 
textiles in which chaotic conditions drift from bad to worse with the Federation 
having no constructive program to prevent increasing suffering in these trades* 
It has to report a growth of anti-labor injunctions and helplessness to protect 
the constitutional civil rights of the workers. . * * What is the American Feder¬ 
ation of Labor for? Unions are organized in trades and federated in a national 
body for the specific purpose of protecting the interests of labor* If the A. F. of 
L. cannot get justice for labor in Congress, in the courts, in industry, who can? 
The truth is the A* F. of L. is failing miserably in its stewardship. Every year 
its weakness is more apparent. The Southern Textile situation is a vivid example 
of that failure hut it is only one of the many examples. For thirty years the 
A. F* of L* has ignored this field, except for easy resolutions and a handful of 
organizers. The job has been left to the Communists, While hungry southern 
mill hands are facing alone the organized employers and hostile authorities, 
are beaten by mobs and shot down by sheriffs the sleek A. F. of L. officials sit 
twiddling their thumbs at mahogany desks in Washington or are making 
patrioteering speeches at West Point. The A. F. of L. is described accurately as 
the aristocracy Of Labor, Ail aristocracies are subject to dry rot/ 1 
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Who Arc the Friends of Tom Mooney? 

The enmity, the malice, of the labor leaders would he disheartening were 
it not for a few militant A, F, of L, leaders* a few clear-sighted sympathizers of 
labor, and the great bulk of the rank and file workers. The vital importance to 
Labor of the Mooney-Billings case has been correctly understood by intelligent 
people everywhere* Especially by the workers. 

When Tom Mooney was sentenced to death and Warren Billings to life 
imprisonment in 1917, a spontaneous wave of militant protest spread around the 
world, and workers numbering hundreds of thousands poured into the streets 
of every large city of the earth demanding their Immediate pardon. Huge 
demonstrations of thoroughly aroused workers marched upon the American 
embassies and made the ruling class know that they would not stand for this 
outrage. When the United States entered the war, huge throngs of workers 
before the American embassy in Petrograd demanded the freedom of Mooney 
and Billings* This demonstration attracted world-wide attention to the frameup, 
and the great majority of Americans first heard about "Tom Muni" as a result 
of the protest of the workers in far-off Russia. In a flurry of excitement Presi¬ 
dent Wilson, anxious to secure the continued cooperation of Russia in the war, 
found it advisable to politely but none the less emphatically instruct the Gov¬ 
ernor of California to commute Mooney's death sentence "until he can be tried 
upon one of the other indictments" in order to appease the anger of the Russian 
workers. 

Throughout the United States union anon voiced such loud protests that 
many labor bodies passed resolutions demanding a general strike to force the 
release of Mooney and Billings, A deluge of resolutions fell upon the labor 
misleaders of California, and to each of these militant resolutions, backed by 
the mailed fist of labor, the California underlings of Big Business turned a deaf 
ear* “California must lead*" The resolutions statedr “When it leads we pledge 
our honor as working men to follow," California did not lead* Its labor leaders 
were too busy peddling Organized Labor’s powerful influence and prestige for 
cold cash or its equivalent, political jobs, to bother about Mooney and Billings* 
The California “leaders" had a chance to stir the nation in a display of militant 
action, and had they seized this opportunity, many working men walking the 
streets, jobless, hungry and ill-clad, might not be suffering today, 

Ed Nockels — Real Leader of Labor 

Unlike the California misleaders, Edward Nockels, Secretary of the Chicago 
Federation of Labor, early understood the larger import of the bomb case, and 
In Chicago, thousands of miles from the scene of the trial, followed the court 
proceedings with keen understanding, Nockels, who knows more about the labor 
movement than a dozen California "leaders," soon became certain the case was 
an out and out frameup, and was in the forefront of the fight to help Mooney 
and Billings. It was Nockels, in April, 1917, who secured the Oxmau letters to 
Rigall, conclusively proving that Oxman had suborned perjury, and who in 
February, 1&21, directed and paid for the efforts of the men who obtained 
McDonald's original confession in Trenton, N. J. Again, it was Nockels who first 
got in touch with the Baltimore authorities when McDonald (the key witness), 
was again located on July 11, 1930, and who accompanied him across the con¬ 
tinent in order to have him appear before the Supreme Court to repeat his 
confession. 
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Finally, it was Nockels that sat through all the hearings of the court, the 
only labor leader who was watching to see that the interests of the absent 
prisoners were protected* The California leaders were conspicuous by their 
absence, but Nockels stayed on the job, alone, watching, listening, and actively 
representing Tom Mooney and Warren Billings* Well can Tom Mooney say: 
“Ed. Nockels is the foremost and most fearless leader of organized labor in 
America. If he were President of the A, F* of L,, Mooney and Billings would not 
be in prison today.” 

Fremont Older — Crusader 

The disloyal and corruptive machinations of the California ‘Tabor leaders'' 
has not deterred the foremost editor of the Pacific Coast, Fremont Older, from 
waging a tremendous battle for the pardon of Mooney and Billings. Threatened 
with blackmail, financial ruin, social ostracism, and even bodily harm, he has 
been thundering for 13 years: “Mooney and Billings must be pardoned." 
Despite all discouragements, he has carried on the fight right in the city of the 
frameup, and when Mooney and Billings again walk the streets of San Francisco, 
they will have to say: “If Older had not helped us, we might not he here*” 

Able Attorneys Help Tom Mooney 

When Tom Mooney and his co-defendants needed capable attorneys, no 
labor leader offered to help them by engaging competent defense council* No 
comment is needed to characterize the action of A. W. Brouillet, the former 
President of the San Francisco Labor Council. He cold-bloodedly betrayed 
Mooney and Billings to Fickert and the frameup crew. 

Typical of the behavior of the Caseys, McLaughlins, Mullens, O’Connells 
and the “boss” himself, Paul Scliarrenberg, is the conduct of William Haggerty. 
This “labor leader" was a “big time” politician in the Machinist Union, Local 
No. 68, of San Francisco. Like Brouillet, he had studied law, and was the at¬ 
torney for the Machinist Union. He was a leader of the Union Labor Party, and 
held a lucrative job during McCarthy’s administration of San Francisco* When 
the Los Angeles Metal Trades Strike Committee was organized, “Billy" Hag¬ 
gerty was elected one of “the 26.” 

After the Preparedness Parade bomb explosion, Edward Nolan, an active, 
militant member of Machinist Local No. 68, was arrested as one of the bombers. 
Nolan, and all his co-defendants, was held incommunicado, and for a time he 
wap not allowed to see his relatives or Mends, Finally, when the police allowed 
him to communicate with his friends in the Machinist Union, Haggerty was 
asked to defend him. To their great astonishment, the former member of the 
Los Angeles “Committee of 26" refused* He did not know whether Nolan was 
innocent or guilty, but he rushed into print, and gave a statement to the press 
stating that he would not under any circumstances defend Edward Nolan on the 
charge placed against him. Only a “labor leader” would have the effrontery to 
publish such a statement. He could have refused to defend Nolan without mak¬ 
ing a public statement. As a member of the Bar, his action was highly unethical 
and grossly unwarranted, but as a leader of labor it was a foul betrayal* Hag¬ 
gerty, as counsel of the Machinist Union, knew that at the time of his arrest, 
Nolan was officially leading a strike against various automobile repair shops* 
and that he was highly respected in the Union, Even the frameup crew had to 
release Nolan, for he was amply able to prove his innocence* but this did not 
interest Haggerty, As a member of “the 26" he had to appear “respectable" 
even if it meant the wanton betrayal of a member of his own union* 
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Tom Mooney and Warren Billings did receive able legal aid in spite of the 
Brouillets, Haggertys, and the frameup crew. Maxwell McNutt, the son of a 
very wealthy surgeon, born in the lap of luxury, raised and educated as an 
ultra-conservative, saw through the frameup and agreed to defend Mooney and 
Billings when almost the whole world, even Fremont Older, seemed to be crying 
for their blood. His courage cost him thousands of dollars through the loss of 
many clients, he was socially ostracized, his life was threatened, members of 
the Bar refused to speak to him, hut true to his high ideals he made the decision 
to defend the two men whom he knew to be innocent, and nothing could deter 
him from acting as their advocate, 

A few months after McNutt took charge of the Mooney-Billlngs defense, 
W* Bonrke Cochran, one of the most eminent attorneys of his time, voluntarily 
offered to defend Mooney without fee, and as an act of public service came all 
the way from New York at his own expense to act as McNutt's associate. After 
Cochran's death, Frank P, Walsh, an attorney with a nation-wide reputation as 
an able, fearless and honest man, continued the fight begun by Cochran, He 
has been a tireless advocate of Mooney’s pardon, and has spent thousands of 
dollars, from his personal funds, studying the case and preparing his arguments 
for the pardon petition. 

Clarence Barrow has always been most helpful, A few years ago he donated 
$50 0.00 to the Defense Fund and wrote: "In all my experience T have never 
seen so complete a case for pardon. When the Judge, the State's Attorney, the 
police department, and the jurors confess that they were mistaken and ask for 
your pardon, it ought to be enough. However, ft seems to me there is some 
other reason beside the ease itself why you are still kept in prison/' Harrow 
shrewdly surmises that something is wrong—Barrow is right—something is 
ra d i call y wiong. 

The deliberate sabotage and disloyalty of the "labor leaders" has filled all 
Toni Mooney's attorneys with amazement. They all agree that had the leaders 
of labor co-op orated with the defense, and crystallized the universal sentiment of 
the workers for a pardon, Mooney and Billings would not be in the penitentiary 
today. 

Belle Hanimerberg — Loyal anti True 

Mrs, Belle Hammer berg, a sister of Mrs. Mooney, was Indefatigable in her 
efforts to help the defense. She aided defense attorneys by interviewing ail the 
defense witnesses. After the trials she worked for years interviewing all the 
jurors who convicted Mooney. Because of her tenacious exertion, she finally 
obtained signed statements from every one of them admitting they had erred 
in the verdict and requesting a pardon for Tom Mooney. A quiet, modest gentle¬ 
woman, with a background and life of simplicity and high ideals, she did not 
hesitate to plunge into the turmoil that was the Mooney-Billings case, and for 
IB years she has been faithful to the imprisoned men. 

Judge Franklin Griffin —Frameup Crew’s Nemesis 

In spite of the labor leaders, Judge Franklin Griffin, who presided at the 
trial of Tom Mooney, H has been tireless in his efforts to bring about a pardon 
ever since the subornation of perjury by Oxman was established. Addressing a 
mass meeting in San Francisco, February 25, 1929, he said: "I am old-fashioned 
enough to believe that a Court of Justice should be a Court of Justice, and when 
I know a wrong has been done it is my duty and your duty to see that wrong 
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righted* That's why I am here tonight to testify to what I have repeatedly said, 
that Tom Mooney Is Innocent and ought to be pardoned,” Can Paul Scharren- 
berg, Michael Casey, John O'Connell or any other “labor leaders" be quoted in 
such plain, unequivocal, forthright words? 

Scrip pe-Ho ward Newspapers — Fight for Mooney and Billings 

The chief journal of the Union movement, the “American Federationiat,” 
has never printed one line about Mooney and Billings; the San Francisco "Labor 
Clarion" has savagely attacked them; almost all the channels of publicity con¬ 
trolled by the A, F, of L. have been closed to them; yet they have secured column 
after column of friendly publicity. From whom? The Capitalist Press, such as 
the Scripps-Howard chain of newspapers. This great chain of papers did more 
than any other agency to force a rehearing of the case after the outrageous 
decision of the Supreme Court last July. Some time ago, October IS, 1930, 
at a conference of their editorial writers at French Lick Springs, Indiana, they 
sent a resolution to President Hoover, stating: 

This conference of editors of the 25 Scripps-Howard newspapers 
unanimously urges intervention now by the President in the Mooney- 
Billings case. , , . We recommend that the President specifically 
. , , bring the case of Mooney-Billings to the attention of the Law 
Enforcement Commission. ... As a resident of California and as 
Chief Executive of the nation we feel that the President has both a 
double interest and a double responsibility in seeing that justice is 
done. The Scripps-Howard newspapers . . * pledge themselves to 
keep before the public the details of this judicial lynching until justice 
is finally done. . . . Scores of other influential liberal newspapers are 
equally determined that the spirit of justice shall not languish for¬ 
gotten and friendless in California penitentiaries.” 

Illuminating to remember is the fact that at about the same time, the 
convention of the A. F. of L. was held in Boston. Did the labor leaders send a 
resolution on behalf oE Mooney and Billings to the President or the Governor 
of California? Did they pledge themselves to secure a pardon for two of their 
own members? Absolutely not! Silence, stark and depressing—that is all that 
can he reported about the A. F. of L. convention regarding Mooney and Billings. 
And that is the main reason Tom Mooney still peels "spuds" in San Quentin, and 
the rock pile in Folsom ever hangs over Warren Billings' head. 

Many Real Friends of Labor Help the Defense 

At all periods of this famous case, there have been men and women with 
real courage and devotion to direct the fight on behalf of Mooney and Billings. 
Robert Minor, a "star" newspaper man with General Pershing's army in 
Mexico, heard about Mooney and Billings, their great need, and the lack of a 
capable person to head the Defense Committee. Knowing he could help, he 
rushed back to San Francisco, and volunteered his services. Everything looked 
black for Warren Billings, blacker still for Tom Mooney, but Bob Minor saw 
through all the camouflage of the prosecution and immediately set about de¬ 
nouncing the frameup. For two long and discouraging years Minor exposed the 
frameup. His meager weekly wages of $15.00 at the start, barely kept him 
alive, the "labor leaders" vilified him, his co-workers on the Defense Committee 
slacked up in their efforts, some quit altogether, hut Minor kept plugging away. 
His tremendous efforts during the darkest days of the Mooney-Billings case 
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need only be contrasted with the tactics o£ the "labor leaders" who obstructed 
the defense, to indubitably damn them. 

The Civil Liberties Union has been most helpful to the Defense for the past 
three years. It organized the National Moonoy-Eillings Committees, and mailed 
thousands of leaflets exposing the frameup. At every public meeting* convention 
or gathering where a representative of the Civil Liberties Union could gain 
admission, a resolution demanding the pardon of Mooney and Billings was 
proposed. Today* the Union stands ready, as ever, to continue the fight until 
Mooney and Billings are pardoned. 

For fifteen years the “Irish World" has fought shoulder to shoulder with 
the defense. Rarely has an issue of this paper been published without some 
mention of the Mooney-Billings case. Hundreds of editorials, columns and 
columns of news articles, cartoons without number, appeals for funds; these 
are some of the ways the "Irish World" has helped. Believing in the complete 
innocence of both prisoners, it has thrown its entire resources into the fight. At 
the present time, the Irish World is making another appeal for funds, and over 
$700.00 has already been collected and turned oveT to the Tom Mooney Holders 
Defense Committee* Tins militant Irish paper has effectually and sincerely done 
its “bit" to secure the pardon of Mooney and Billings. 

When it was necessary to call a spade a spade* did the labor leaders do so? 
No I It was Mercer Green Johnson, a minister, who had the courage to say: 

If ever a State committed whoredom, and brazenly flapped its filthy 
finery in the face of common decency, smeared its courts from top 
to bottom, and degraded the courage of its officials, even the highest, 
to enrage, sun-kissed sin-cursed California did that in the course of 
Us frenzied conspiracy against Tom Mooney. 

The California State Federation of Labor, the California Building Trades 
Council, the A. F. of L. and the labor leaders have not donated a cent to the 
defense during the past IS years. The moneys donated have come mostly from 
the rank and file members of the A, F, of L.* Local Unions, the various National 
and International Unions, and such heroic individuals as these: 

Aline Barnsdall, a woman with a great heart, splendid courage and tireless 
energy. She has been one of the mainstays of the Defense Committee during 
the past 14 years. She has already given over $20,000,00 and has assured the 
Defense Committee she will continue her generous aid until Tom Mooney is 
vindicated, December 19, 1930, she wrote Tom Mooney that: 

"I certainly expect to help you. I plan to free you of worry for the next 
five months by sending $1*000.00 a month to the Defense Office until May, I 
shall also put $2,000.00 into the publishing and sending of your pamphlets. I 
feel you should be allowed to direct your own case and possibly make your own 
mistakes. I think the 'interests' are still the power behind this case, but the 
rank and file of labor is obviously with you in spite of the antagonism of labor 
leaders," 

Peggy Guggenheim Vail, who sent $2,000,00 to the Defense Fund after a 
pamphlet circulated by the Tom Mooney Molders Defense Committee "followed 
her all over Europe," Julius M, Liebman. Miss E. R. Scripps, the American 
Fund for Public Service and many others have been most generous and have 
contributed large amounts to the Defense Committee, 

The labor politicians of Mooney's own Local Union have done their best to 
prevent an effective defense, but they have not been able to influence the rank 
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and file members. Local No, 164 donated $250.00, and tlie International Hold¬ 
ers Union $1,000.00. President M. J. Keough, of the International Holders 
Union, has not been influenced by the Executive Council of the A. F. of L,, and. 
has at all times done his utmost to help Mooney. Through his efforts, the Ex¬ 
ecutive Council of the A. F. of L. wrote Governor Young on Tom Mooney's be¬ 
half. The letter, as might be expected, was valueless, and in sharp contrast to 
the vigorous demand for a pardon that President Keough sent Governor Young 
at the same time. He is one of the very few higher officials of the A, F. of L. 
who has publicly and unequivocally demanded the pardon of Tom Mooney. 

Several International Unions of the A. F, of L. have had the courage to 
defy the implied prohibition of the 1927 Los Angeles resolution, and with a real 
sense of loyalty to their imprisoned brothers they have liberally donated to the 
Defense Fund. The names of these organizations should be known. They re¬ 
fused to remain jammed in the vice of the Los Angeles resolution. The history 
of the betrayal—the treachery of the labor leaders—would be incompleted, if 
the courage, the independence, and the true solidarity of these organizations 
was not mentioned as an Indication of the true feelings of the rank and file of 


labor for Mooney and Billings. 

International Holders Union.............1,000.00 

Order of Railroad Telegraphers........ 600,00 

Brotherhood of Painters and Decorators.... 250.00 

Butcher Workmen's Union............. 500.00 

Motion Picture and Theatrical Stage Employees... 200,00 

Holders Local Union No. 164 (Mooney's own local).. 250,00 


Probably one of the most convincing efforts of Paul Scharrenberg to 
sabotage the defense occurred in May, 1929, after J, F, Farrell, Chairman of 
the Grand Lodge, Executive Board of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen, 
and W. E* Jones visited Tom Mooney at San Quentin. Visably moved by his 
plight, they promised to do their utmost to aid the Holders Defense Committee, 
A few days later, Mr. Farrell met Paul Scharrenberg and told him he proposed 
asking the Brotherhood to make a substantial donation to the Tom Mooney 
Holders Defense Committee, Immediately, Scharrenberg strongly objected. 
Using all the arguments at his command, he tried to convince Mr. Farrell the 
Mooney Defense did not need funds; that the case would soon be settled (he did 
not state how) and that there was no need for a Defense Committee. Fortunately 
Mr. Farrell understood Scharrenberg'a slimy maneuver, and when he returned 
to the headquarters of the Brotherhood he was able to secure a donation of 
$1,000,00 for the defense. 

Hypocrites and Double-Crossers 

The California labor leaders have at times served on Committees that called 
upon the Governors of California to urge the pardon of Mooney. They have also 
spoken at several public meetings in behalf of the prisoners, yet, without doubt 
these same men can truthfully be called the enemies of Mooney and Billings. 
Why? Because their actions have been forced upon them by pressure of public 
opinion, the press, and the rank and hie of the unions. Whenever a labor leader, 
such as Frank McDonald, President of the California Building Trades Council* 
would speak on behalf of Mooney and Billings he would later be found delivering 
a powerful oration on the virtues of Governor Young, their jailer. When Paul 
Scharrenberg served on the Committee that called upon Governor Young to 
urge Mooney's pardon, did he tell the Governor he would resign as a member of 
his Cabinet if he did not act? Why no! Immediately the hearing was over he 
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assured the Governor he would help him carry out his policies, and one of the 
Governor's policies was to keep Tom Mooney In prison, as Seharrenberg well 
knew. Certainly the Governor paid more attention to Scharrenberg's action- 
approval of his policy by remaining: in his cabinet—than to his words appealing 
for Mooney's "release.- 1 

The Executive Council of the California Federation of Labor passed a mean¬ 
ingless resolution on the Mooney-Billings case, but that did not deter all major 
labor leaders of dalifornia from strongly endorsing Governor Young for his re- 
election on the same day. Governor Young understood the Mooney-Billings 
resolution was an empty gesture — he became positive this was so when he was 
endorsed over the protests of Tom Mooney and all the HEAL friends of Labor. 

The perfidy of the A, F, of L. officials Is all to evident. So is the hypocrisy 
of the California labor leaders. Frank McDonald, President of the California 
Building Trades Council stated in the San Francisco Daily News, February, 
1931, that: "I will continue as I have in the past to endeavor to help Mooney's 
cause where I can." But sometime before this statement he had definitely 
proved himself an arch hypocrite and dangerous enemy of Tom Mooney. 

On several occasions during the past few years he has addressed Mooney- 
Billings protest meetings, and publicly demanded their release. After one of 
these meetings, Frank Mallet, a Building Trades official of San Mateo County, 
California, asked him to tell him frankly what was the real attitude of the Cali¬ 
fornia labor leaders toward Tom Mooney. He confidentially replied: "We do 
not want Mooney out. He is all right where he is; leave him there/ 1 Assuredly, 
McDonald expressed the real desires of all the California labor officials. If they 
were certain their confidence would not he violated, they would all echo his 
words. They remain silent because they remember the fate of A. W. Brouillet* 
and fear the rank and file of the unions if they express their real intentions. 

Labor Leaders Disrupt Defense Committee 

The poisonous Influence of Paul Seharrenberg, Michael Casey, John O'Con- 
noli and the other labor leaders reached right into the Tom Mooney Holders 
Defense Committee and disrupted it, demoralized its personnel and paralyzed 
its activities. 

When Tom Mooney was arrested in 1916* the officials of his own Local 
joined the other labor leaders in a campaign to prejudice the Labor movement 
against him. In order to protect himself, and to offset the poisonous information 
sent to all the Locals of the International Holders Union by the agents of the 
frameup crew, Tom Mooney asked a number of militant members of Local 164 
- —his local — -to help him. They met him in the San Francisco County Jail and 
agreed to hand themselves together as the Tom Mooney Holders Defense Com¬ 
mittee, He was empowered to select a Secretary and to appoint this Secretary 
as his representative on the committee. The committee gave Tom Mooney full 
control and direction over its policies, and its individual members promised to 
help in every way when not working at their trade. 

Tom Mooney reorganized the Tom Mooney Holders Defense Committee, 
September, 192S, and authorized Mary Gallagher, who had some experience in 
defense work* to act as his representative and appointed her Secretary of the 
committee. He secured a loan of $100.00 from his mother; with this sum Mary 
Gallagher obtained a suitable headquarters, opened an account with the Hibernia 
Bank and began the general work of the defense In the name of the Tom Mooney 
Holders Defense Committee. It was distinctly understood that Tom Mooney 
would have complete charge of the committee; that his policies regarding the 
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defense would be followed; and that Mary Gallagher would implicitly follow 
his instructions* She agreed to all these conditions* 

Tom Mooney’s faith in Mary Gallagher was complete, and for IS months 
he was fully justified in his great faith* From September, 1928, to March, 1930, 
her devotion, untiring energy, her courage when faced with tremendous ob¬ 
stacles, her tenacity and complete faith in the innocence of Mooney and Billings 
enabled her to carry out the exacting duties necessitated by Tom Mooney's in¬ 
structions. Solely on account of the effective work of the committee, the Cali¬ 
fornia Supreme Court was compelled to review Warren Billings' application for 
a pardon, and Governor Young, after almost four years of procrastination, had 
to make a decision regarding Tom Mooney, 


In March, 1930, after 18 months of harmonious agreement, Mary Gallagher's 
devoted services to Tom Mooney were suddenly subverted, and, instead of con¬ 
tinuing the effective work of the committee, she sought completely to change 
the policy of the defense in defiance of the direct orders of Tom Mooney, What 
was the cause of her complete subversion? 

After much investigation, Tom Mooney learned that the labor leaders of 
San Francisco, had, by insidious machinations, so influenced Mary Gallagher 
that she had decided to follow their leadership and abandon Tom Mooney’s* 
About one year after Mary Gallagher became Secretary of the reorganized Tom 
Mooney Molders Defense Committee, the effectiveness of her work became so 
noticeable that John O'Connell, after a meeting of the San Francisco Labor 
Council, where the Mooney case had been discussed, shouted to George Kid well: 
“Who is this Mary Gallagher?* 1 Kidwell told O'Connell he had known Mary 
Gallagher for twenty years and gave him the information ho wanted. O'Connell 
is not only Secretary of the Labor Council, he is also a “big shot" in the Team¬ 
sters Union* Tom Mooney’s implacable foe, Michael Casey, secured the data 
concerning Mary Gallagher from O’Connell, and together they schemed to gain 
her confidence and, in time, subvert the Defense Committee* 

After Casey had decided upon his course of action, he saw George Kidwell 
and instructed him to "cultivate* 1 Mary Gallagher. He was told to win her 
confidence, and try to obtain ascendancy over her so that the policies of the 
Tom Mooney Molders Defense Committee might be subverted. Kidwell is a 
subordinate under Casey. His position largely depends upon the good-will of 
the arch-enemy of Mooney, for Casey as International Vice-President of the 
Brotherhood of Teamsters has complete control over all the Locals of the Team¬ 
sters Union on the Pacific Coast, and could easily remove a minor official such 
as Kidwell from his position as Business Agent of one of the Teamsters Local 
Unions if he did not comply with his Instructions. 

By a process of cajolery, flattery, and craftiness Kidwell gradually won 
Mary Gallagher’s complete confidence. Constant attention to her wants, subtle 
compliments, invitations to the theatre, to dinner, to "parties,” extended motor 
trips, convinced Mary Gallagher, who was harassed from overwork caused by 
the many difficult problems confronting the defense, that Qeorge Kidwell was 
a trusted friend* and that his policies were the most sagacious and should be 
followed. Thus it was that the labor leaders, through Kid well, succeeded in 
superseding Tom Mooney as director of the Defense Committee—and with the 
following results: 

l. The agitation against Governor Young was discontinued. It was To m Mooney’s 
firm conviction that Governor Young 1 bar! no intention to pardon him, and that the policy 
ot the defense should be to denounce him for his cowardice, Mary Gallagher refused to 
do this, and for months the work of the committee was at n standstill. Finally Tom 
Mooney insisted that she either follow his instructions or resign. At last she agreed to 
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comply with his wishes. It was decided that an editorial from the Baltimore "Sun, 1 ' 
March 21, 1 it3u- p which strongly attacked the Governor ter liis failure to pardon Turn 
Mooney, should he inserted m the pamphlet '■Darden Tom Mooney— Innocent. 1 ' Using 
every possible subterfuge, she deferred printing the revised edition of the pamphlet 
for many weeks. Almost all the major California labor leaders supported the Governor, 
and it was their advice that the defense should, follow the game policy, and disregard the 
Instructions of Torn Mooney. 

2. Pamphlets were not tent to the voters* The primary task of the defense was to 
educate all the citizens of California regarding the frame up. That was the main reason 
the pamphlets were printed, it was the hope ui Tom Mooney that every voter in the State 
wound receive a pamphlet, as he felt Unit the data thus given the voters would no clearly 
prove his innocence that public clamor would compel the Governor to issue a pardon. The 
pamphlet strongly attacked the Governor lor his subservience to Big Business, so Kid well 
and the other labor leaders prevailed upon Mary Gallagher to send very few to the voters. 
This whs a gross betrayal, Cor Mary Gallagher know that the only hope of Mooney and 
Blhlngs to secure a pardon was predicated on the assumption a majority of the citizens 
of the State would strongly insist that the Governor pardon them. Obviously, such a 
demand could only come if there way general knowledge of the frameuy, and by with¬ 
holding the pamphlets containing this Information* solely to protect Uie interests of the 
labor loaders, the two prisoners were irremediably Injured* 

3. Support of the most generous contributor tost* Aline Barnsdall, the most generous 
donor to the Defense Funds, considered the distribution of the pamphlets of such Im¬ 
portance* that she donated a large sum for this specs ho purpose. When .she learned the 
pamphlets were not being mailed to the voters, she withdrew her support from the Tom 
Mooney Holders Defense Committee, and organized a special committee In Los Angeles 
for the sole purpose of Issuing the pamphlets. Miss Barnsdall assumed all the financial 
expenses and mailed thousands of these pamphlets lo the voters before the State primary* 

4. No fight made against Governor Young during primary* The morning after Tom 
Mooney's first pardon application was denied, he strongly denounced the Governor. In a 
statement Issued from the "Warden's office, he urged the voters to defeat him in the 
coming primary. Immediately Mary Gallagher upbraided him, and another serious dispute 
began regarding the policy of the defense. It was Tom Mooney's definite instructions that 
the committee devote all its energy and resources to defeat Governor Young in the 
primary. But, this was in direct conflict with the Interests of the largo majority of the 
major labor leaders* so through George Ki dwell, they secured Mary Gallagher's promise 
thaL the Defense Committee would disregard Tom Mooney’s orders. 

She absolutely refused to have the defense print a special leaflet containing the 
editorial of the Baltimore "Sun" and a resolution passed by the Typographical Union of 
Merced, California, which declared that the unions should make the demand for a 
Mooney-Billings pardon a campaign Issue, and asked all the friends of Labor to defeat 
Governor Young whom they branded as unfit for the high office ho held. It Is certain the 
labor leaders did not wish such a leaflet circulated—they were doing their utmost to help 
reelect the jailer of Mooney and Billings. 

Follows insidious advice of labor leaders, Mary Gallagher positively refused to 
issue a statement to the voters in the name of the Turn Mooney Mulders Defense Com¬ 
mittee asking all the friends of Torn Mooney to defeat Governor Young. Instead, on 
advice of Kid we 11 and his friends, she gave the press a statement to the effect 'that 
Tom Mooney would prefer to see Governor Young reelected because of his long study and 
familiarity with the case, and that if a new Governor was elected, there would be another 
long delay until Governor Young’s successor had studied all the evidence." This was a 
deliberate misrepresentation. Tom Mooney never authorized such a statement. He knew 
that It was important that Governor Young should be defeated an an object lesson to his 
successors, who might also be minded to disregard the wishes of almost the entire labor 
movement. 

Governor Young denied Tom Mooney's application for pardon July S, 1330. and five 
days later, July 13, Paul Scharrenberg, Michael Casey* John O'Connell, Frank McDonald, 
John McLaughlin* George Kid well and most of the other major labor leaders endorsed 
Young for re-election. Mary Gallagher knew this, she also knew that these men luid 
never sincerely helped the defense, but she was so under the Influence of Kldwell and 
others, that her judgment was warped. By aiding them she totally disregarded the best 
interests of the Defense Committee. 

John Mooney, Tdm's brother, attacked Paul Scharrenberg on the floor of the San 
Francisco Labor Council immediately after the first pardon denial. Mary Gallagher knew 
that soon after Governor Young dented the pardon, Scharrenberg announced he would 
support him* and that John Mooney was justified In his denunciation. Her experience 
during the early days of the reorganization of the defense proved that Scharrenberg was 
a hitter enemy of Torn Mooney, nevertheless, she strongly condemned John Mooney for 
publicly telling the truth. 

G. No efforts to secure funds. Without funds there can be no defense, September 4, 
1930. Mary Gallagher took a trip East and attended the Convention of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters as a guest of George Kid well. She did not even make a request 
that this very wealthy International Union give a donation to die defense. Neither dirt 
she ask that a resolution demanding the pardon of Mooney and Billings be passed by the 
convention* As Secretary of the defense it was her duty to make at least these l wo 
requests. Was It because she was in the company of the virulent enemies of Mooney— 
Daniel Tobin, Michael Casey, John O’Connell and John McLaughlin — that she failed to do 
her duty? 

A few days after the Cincinnati Teamsters Convention, she visited Clarence Burrow 
in Chicago. He promised to introduce her to some wealthy liberal minded persons who 
might be induced to donate funds for the defense. But the constant c« unijanionship and 
poisonous influence of Kldwoll and other labor leaders so undermined her Interest in the 
defense that she did not even make an effort to visit Mr. Harrow's friends* and no funds 
were secured. 

7. Defense Committee Disrupted* From June to December 1, 1930, there was such 
constant and serious disputes concerning the policy of the Defense Committee that Its 












activities were paralyzed. During this vary critical period of the case, Tom Mooney did 
not know that the labor leaders had secured a strong ascendancy over his trusted Sec¬ 
retary. He did not know about George Kid well. He did not know that Paul Scharrenberg 
was in close consultation with Mary Gallagher regarding the defense policy. Neither did 
he know that she attended meetings of the San Francisco Labor Council in the company 
of Scharreitberg. This was an open admission that they were cooperating, Tom Mooney 
did know, after the defeat of Governor Young in the primary, largely due to his efforts, 
and in spite of Mary Gallagher and the labor leaders, that she deliberately disregarded his 
instructions ( and that on account of her attitude the work of the committee was at a 
standstill. When, after much forbearance, he discharged Mary Gallagher as Secretary of 
the committee, she removed all the records, mailing lists, and other equipment from the 
Defense Headquarters. She also tied up the bank account, so that it was impossible for 
her successor to continue the work of the defense. On December X, 1930* when the 
Supreme Court announced the second denial of Billings' pardon plea, Mary Gallagher's 
successor could not write a statement for the waiting newspaper men—even the sta¬ 
tionery had been removed from the lie ad quarters. 

Was It because Paul Scharreaberg knew Mary Gallagher was paralysing 
the activities of the Defense Committee that he made his insidious attack on 
Tom Mooney and the Defense Committee at the Marysville Convention of the 
California State Federation of Labor? Scharrenberg chose the time when Mary 
Gallagher was in Cincinnati at the Teamsters Convention to insinuate that the 
defense was demoralized, if not corrupt. He folt sate to say that, for had ho 
not helped to bring this situation about? 

It is one of the real tragedies of this case that so splendid a woman as Mary 
Gallagher should have been so evilly influenced by the degraded, corrupted and 
degenerated labor leaders. It is on account of their deliberate, subtle domina¬ 
tion over Mary Gallagher that the Defense Committee became demoralized. 
Mary Gallagher, who possibly does not yet realize that her conduct is the result 
of a calculated plan by the labor leaders to have her betray the best interests of 
Tom Mooney, still follows their advice* She is making various untruthful state¬ 
ments about Tom Mooney, such as, that be is ‘ impossible and insane,” and by 
her refusal to return the moneys, records, equipment and property of the Tom 
Mooney Holders Defense Committee to her successor, immeasurably increased 
the difficult task of the Defense Committee* 

The work of the Defense now proceeds with renewed vigor through Aline 
Barns dal l's Quick cooperation at a crisis, and Tom Mooney is again able to feel 
that his interests are fully protected. The added pain, the grief and the harm 
caused by the mistaken course of his former devoted friend can hardly be esti¬ 
mated, More than ever does he mistrust the labor leaders, and more than ever 
he Is determined to expose their rotten, underhanded and vile influence. 

Why a Pardon—Not a Parole? 

# Paul S char rent) erg knows that should Mooney and Billings accept a parole, 
they could never become active in the labor movement* That is why lie, and the 
other labor leaders, oppose their demands for an unconditional pardon, but are 
willing to help them obtain a parole* On parole, they would be helpless, for if 
they even tried prominently to identify themselves in the struggle between Labor 
mid Capital, they would be violating the conditions of parole* 

The parole laws of California would effectively keep Mooney and Billings 
In sight of a police station at all times. A brief summary of the “conditions, 
restrictions and regulations” of parole will show why both prisoners so strongly 
object to a parole. For the remainder of their lives they would have to: 

1* “Remain at place of employment until permission be given to go else¬ 
where/* Would the Parole Officer ever give them permission to change employ¬ 
ment so they might become active in the labor movement? NO! 

2. “Obtain written consent to change employment, residence, or leave the 
county where employed/* At all times they would be under surveillance. 

3. They would have no civil rights until the expiration of their parole, in 
their case-death. They could not enter “into any contract, engage in business, 
marry, assume any trusts, authority or power/’ 
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4. Until their death they would be in "the legal custody and control of 
the State Board of Prison Directors." Should they at any time fall to comply 
with the requirements of the Board or Parole Officer, they would be returned 
to prison. These "requirements" are the core of the Parole Law, The labor 
leaders through their allies* the politicians on the Parole Board, would control, 
restrict, and totally defeat the efforts of Mooney and Billings to expose them. 
All they would need to do would bo to have the Parole Board order Mooney 
and Billings to remain silent about the labor leaders and keep away from unions, 
or be declared parole violators and returned to the penitentiary. 

5. They could not drive a motor vehicle. Having no civil rights the State 

is responsible for the paroled man’s actions and refuses to accept responsibility 
in case of accident, so it prohibits the paroled prisoner from driving a car—-this 
in the year 1931 1 

6. In all matters "not covered by the parole rules," they would be "gov- 
erned by instructions of the Parole Officer," Participation in the labor move¬ 
ment is not covered by the parole rules. What instructions would the Parole 
Officer give Mooney and Billings? Stay away from the unions. 

The State Board of Prison Directors with cunning subtleness concludes the 
admonitions regarding the Conditions of Parole with: "The foregoing regula¬ 
tions are not mere meaningless words. They have been carefully prepared and 
must be precisely followed, 

Mooney and Billings are fnnocent. By accepting a parole they would auto¬ 
matically admit guilt, for innocent men are not paroled, they are pardoned. A 
pardon is a remission of judgment. It has no “strings” attached to it. The 
pardoned man cannot be shunted around by the police as an “ex-convict.” The 
pardon is the act by which the State recognizes its mistake and unconditionally 
releases the victim wrongfully imprisoned. That is why Warren Billings says: 

I will not consider a parole. I would prefer to remain in the peni¬ 
tentiary to that, I want complete vindication. 

And Tom Mooney emphatically writes: 

I will rot and die within the walls of San Quentin Prison before T 
will accept a degrading and humiliating parole that would make me a 
conditional prisoner, subject always to being returned to prison for life 
for the infraction of any one of the many rules governing parole, most 
of which are not actual violations of law. Parole is for the guilty, I 
am absolutely innocent. 

Leaders of Labor Are Silent 

Prominent lawyers, clergymen, editors and other leaders of public opinion 
bitterly assailed the Supreme Court of California when Warren Billings was 
again denied a pardon, December 1, 1930. 

John Haynes Holmes, eminent New York clergyman and author, indignantly 
stated: 

This is a monstrous offense which should make American citizens 
bow their heads in shame and then lift them again in angry protest. 

But William Green, President of the A, F, of L,, did not utter a word of 
protest, 

George Gordon Battle, nationally known lawyer, attacked the California 
Supreme Court ruling and said: 

It is a fearful thought that men may rot in prison for years because 
of their opinions. The fight for the pardon of these men must go on. 

But Matthew Woll* Vice-President of the A. F. of L M member of the Ameri¬ 
can Bar Association, Acting President of the National Civic Federation, did not 
utter a w^ord of protest. 
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The American Civil Liberties Union telegraphed: 

"All of as pledge to redouble our charts to get facts of the frame- 
up before the country and to bring all possible pressure to bear on the 
new California administration to see that you men are pardoned.” 

But the Executive Council of the A, F, of L, did not utter a word of protest. 

The 25 Scripps-H award newspapers stated that '‘Prejudice still rules the 
California Supreme Court,” and asked; 

What is Governor Young going to do about it? What is the Amer¬ 
ican Bar Association going to do about it? What is the National Com¬ 
mission on Law Observance and Law Enforcement going to do about 
it? What is President Hoover going to do about it? ♦ . . So long as 
Mooney and Billings are kept in prison by prejudice, even though that 
prejudice sways six justices of the Supreme Court, they must not be 
forgotten. The fight to pardon them, of course, must go on. 

But the chief journal of the A, F, of L. P the “American Federationlst," did 
not print one word of protest about this “monstrous offense" 1 against labor! 

Harry Elmer Barnes, world famous historian and sociologist, called the 
California Supreme Court decision “plainly a defiance to the rest of the country 
and world.” He continued: 

The message of the Supreme Court is “to hell with the rest of 
United States; we will administer justice in the good old California 
way.” 

But Paul Scharrenberg, Secretary-Treasurer of the California Federation 
of Labor, did not utter a word of protest* He “did not wish to bo quoted/ 1 

United States Senator Thomas Schall from Minnesota, stated: 

That six judges have allowed prejudice to blind their eyes does not 
exculpate the Governor of California from blame if these two innocent 
men longer remain in prison. Because some men refuse to see the 
glaring irregularities of that trial, can fail to see the chief witnesses 
were perjurers, can close their minds to an almost perfect alibi for 
each of the men, these things only make the duty more imperative 
upon clear-headed honest men to keep up the fight. 

But Frank McDonald, President of the California Building Trades Council, 
did not utter a word of protest. 

The two evening San Francisco newspapers, the “Daily News” and “The 
Call-Bulletin.” have contemptuously referred to the decision of the Supreme 
Court as “a burning disgrace,” and as a “terrible miscarriage of justice/' Both 
papers have printed front page editorials that have come close to being “con¬ 
tempt of court/ 1 The “Daily News” stated: 

It is the failure in California's legal procedure, depriving the 
Appellate Courts of the power to correct injustices, that entitles both 
Billings and Mooney to the status of men who have been grievously 
wronged by the State. And for the justices who well know this limita¬ 
tion to assert that the judicial machinery had already functioned ade¬ 
quately In Billings* case is unfair to the point of misrepresentation. 

But the “Labor Clarion," official organ of the San Francisco Labor Council 
and Ita editor, James W. Mullen, did not print a single word of protest. In the 
city of the frameup, In the city where every worker and sympathizer of Labor 
knows Mooney and BUI lags are innocent, there was no “representative” of Labor 
w*ho wished to be quoted, 

Edward Noekels was savagely attacked by the Supreme Court justices for 
helping Mooney and Billings. He was covertly accused of suborning perjury, 
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bat though he is one of the most important leaders of organized labor, not one 
of his associates among the A, F. of L, officials uttered a word in his defense. 

From out Older, one of the truest friends Labor ever had on the Pacific 
Coast, was viciously slandered by the Supreme Court for helping Mooney and 
Billings, But, notwithstanding the great obligation of Labor to Older, not one 
California “labor leader" uttered a word in his defense. 

Fronk P. Walsh, recognised as an outstanding friend of Labor, was shame¬ 
lessly calumniated by the Supreme Court. But, in spite of long service to the 
cause of organized labor, no A. F, of L. official uttered a word of protest. 

The silence of all the high officials of the A, F, of L. is an unequivocal 
indication that they approved the decision of the California Supreme Court. 
The “labor leaders" know Mooney and Billings must remain In the penitentiary 
merely because they are workers and organizers in the labor movement, and 
therefore unwelcome to the California Capitalists, They know that the Supremo 
Court's decision was the voice of political and economic prejudice In California, 
But, they are too craven to publicly condemn the decision of the great public 
utilities and other industrial organizations, so they remain silent* 

The labor leaders do not yet appreciate the depth of horror and resentment 
that has swept over intelligent men and women everywhere as a result of the 
frameup. They tlo not yet realize the contumely that must he their*s because 
they chose to stand with the frameup crew. But soon they will hear the angry 
protests of the workers, and they will know that Labor's wrath has been 
aroused by tlieir infamous hypocrisy and treachery. 

II* L* Mencken on “Tom Mooney and the Unions” 

H. L. Mencken, the iconoclastic editor of the “American Mercury," in an 
article tinged with bitter sarcasm, published in the Baltimore "Sun" June 17, 
11129, accurately characterized and summed-up the role of the labor leaders: 

“These Babbitts (the Big Businessmen), know their State (California), and 
what is tootg, they know Its labor leaders. Upon all save a few of the latter the 
lesson of Mooney’s fate is surely not lost. They not only walk very softly, 
whereas formerly they were full of malicious animal magnetism; they even 
work against Mooney behind the door. What they fear is that if he is released 
unconditionally that bo will upset their apple-cart. Things, at the moment, go 
well With them. They are on good terms with the Babbitts, keep the slaves they 
lead in order, and get their fair share of public jobs. Scores of them have their 
snouts in the trough. They are invited to all considerable banquets, and sit on 
innumerable boarrls and commissions. Not a few know where and how to get 
good tips on the stock market* 

“Mooney turned loose, ■would spoil all that. He harbors what are called 
radical ideas, ■and does not believe that it is wise for labor leaders to be so 
complacent. He would try to stir up the slaves against them, and hence against 
the Babbitts* So they refuse to ask Governor Young to pardon him, but content 
themselves with asking for a parole. Out on parole. Mooney would be safely 
hamstrung. The moment he uttered a word against the Babbitts or against the 
labor leaders who play their game, ho would he clapped into prison again as a 
Red, and there he would remain for life. Naturally enough, he protests against 
being paroled. What he demands is a free and unconditional pardon, as befits 
an innocent man. 

“The whole affair throws a curious light upon the present status of the 
whole American Labor movement. It has got so conservative that its chief 
dignitaries are quite as conservative as Andy Mellon himself. They are slick 
and shiny fellows, hobnobbing with bankers, bishops and such highly respectable 
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fowl, and ready and eager to put down every sign of radicalism. They draw big 
salaries, travel incessantly and luxuriously, break up all strikes that look serious, 
and are first over the top when there is a banquet A fevv weeks ago a group of 
them went to West Point, reviewed the Regiment of Cadets, and were given 
royal honors. Simultaneously another group delivered the poor Rayon strikers 
at Elizabethtown, Teun,, to the mercies of the bosses. 

"It goes without saying that such elegant fellows have little sympathy with 
Mooney. He Is frankly an agitator, and If he were set at large tomorrow he 
would undoubtedly have something to say about their sybaritic ways, and he 
would even go to the length of arguing that they ought to be kicked out, to 
make room for men less eager to curry favor with the enemy. Down the line in 
the rank and file o! the unions he has plenty of partisans, but the men higher up 
know how T to keep the lid on. When resolutions are passed, they are always 
mild ones. There must be no Bolshevism! 

"It may seem incredible, but I am assured on the highest authority that it 
is a fact, that during the 13 years Mooney has been in prison, the 1 American 
Federatlonist,’ the organ of the American Federation of Labor, has never so 
much as mentioned him. His imprisonment has been discussed elsewhere to the 
extent of acres of print, and even the most conservative newspapers have had to 
take notice of it. More, it has had repercussions all over the world, and at one 
time It threatened International complications. But though Mooney, without 
the slightest doubt was railroaded in his character of a union man and would 
not have been accused at all had he not been one, the chief journal of the union 
movement in the United States is silent about him! 

"And so on most of the Federation moguls. Federal and State. There are 
to he sure, some exceptions—for example, James M. Maurer, the Socialist boss 
of the Pennsylvania Federation—but they are not numerous. The overwhelming 
majority have dogged the case from the start, and are palpably less than luke¬ 
warm about It today. The agitation for Mooney's reiease w r as begun not by 
union men, but by independent libertarians, and they are keeping it up today. 
In California itself they are not getting effective help from the leaders of the 
Federation, they are facing very formidable opposition. 

"Why this should he so it Is hard to make out. In every country in Europe 
organized labor is an active fighting force, and jealous of its common rights. 
If a Mooney had been railroaded to prison in England, France or Germany, the 
unions would have risen as one man, and forced his release. But in the United 
States unionism is most unbelievably flabby and timorous. Its main purpose 
seems to be to convince the Babbitts of its complete conservatism. Its leaders, 
with few exceptions, are slimy and subservient fellows* and a pat on the back 
from some magnifico of the established order is enough to set them purring for 
a week. 

"If there are any union men in America so dumb that they fail to see that 
Tom Mooney’s case Is essentially their own case, then they are dumb, indeed. 
For what the massed Babbitts of California can do to him today, the massed 
Babbitts of the United States can do to all the workers tomorrow. The question 
to be decided by Governor Young is not whether Tom Mooney is innocent or 
guilty, for on that point all fair men who know anything about the case are 
unanimous. The question is whether an admittedly Innocent man, alarming the 
Babbitts by trying to lead the workers against them, can be thrust Into prison 
on false charges and kept there Indefinitely. That is what every union man 
should ponder. And pondering It, should ask himself what kind of aid and com¬ 
fort he would get himself in a time of serious trouble from the craven leaders 
who now desert Mooney." 
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CONCLUSION 

The limited space of a pamphlet is Inadequate to describe in greater detail 
all the putridness, all the amassing corruption and treachery of the A. F. of L. 
leadership. UndeT the circumstances only a brief exposure is possible, and it 
is hoped that the contents of this pamphlet will he an important addition to the 
already voluminous literature which rips the mask off the face of these 
scoundrels who in leech-like fashion sap the life-blood of the American organized 
labor movement. This pamphlet deals with a particular phase of treachery of 
the A. F. of L/s bureaucrats—that of actual aid in the ghastly frameup of 
Mooney and Billings. Nevertheless, the purpose of this pamphlet will not he 
achieved if it fails to point out with unmistakable clearness that the betrayal 
of Mooney and Billings by the A, F. of L. leadership is but a part of the history 
of the American workers' betrayal by false leaders. 

The whole world is at present undergoing a terrible economic crisis which 
is shaking Wall Street's rule to its very foundations. The richest land on earth 
—tlie United States of America—has not escaped the iron law of capitalist 
development. The crisis in the U, S P A, is more acute, more wide-spread, because 
of the higher peak reached by industrial growth in this country. Over nine 
million (9,000,500) jobless workers are today starving with their families, and 
Wall Street offers them contemptible crumbs in the form of charity, in place 
of genuine unemployment relief or work at living wages. 

Capital does not propose to bear the burden of the crisis; it loads its weight 
upon the toilers and finds the A. F, of L. leaders willing tools who do their 
utmost to help crush labor and hammer down its standards of living. In every 
struggle of the workers against brutal exploitation and political oppression, 
the A. F. of L. leadership acts as an open strike-breaking force-true to its role 
-—the mortal enemy of labor within its own ranks. They act thus in the Mooney- 
Billings case In which they are no less scabs than they are in most struggles of 
the workers. 

The fiftieth convention of the A, F. of L, held in Boston clearly demonstrated 
the bankruptcy of its leadership. The close alliance with Hoover, the Republi¬ 
can Party and Big Business was openly admitted by the A. F. of L, leaders. It 
has become a commonplace to say that this A. F, of L. Convention was “one of 
the most reactionary assemblages in its history/' That trait, indeed, has come 
to be taken with an almost fatalistic certainty. The Boston Convention did not 
seem to he Illuminated with the faintest ray of light. The burning problems of 
the American workers, crying out for solution, were either entirely ignored or 
else treated with a cold, dead hand. 

Increasing millions of workers are unemployed in this country, suffering 
intense misery, starving In these United States—the golden storehouse of the 
world—though surrounded by immense quantities of food they cannot obtain. 
The only loud voices raised on the subject of unemployment and relief were 
those of the reactionaries who, like Green, consider it preferable for the work¬ 
ers to starve in the streets, rather than to demand unemployment insurance. 
Like servile footmen, the A, F. of L. "leaders” are more concerned about the 
Interests of their masters than are the masters themselves. How else can their 
stand on unemployment insurance be explained? The National Association of 
Manufacturers is broadcasting a "warning” against the "menace of unemploy¬ 
ment insurance" and the leaders of the A. F. of L. lustily chorus, "degrading-—■ 
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humiliating." Do they know better and lie to the workers? Or don't they know 
any better? It is certain they are not doing a single fundamental thing to pre¬ 
vent acute distress among the masses. They have done nothing about raising 
wages, the Rye-day week, six-hour workday, redistributing the national income 
and organizing the unorganized, 

A restlessness and discontent is permeating the American Workers, They 
are beginning to awaken from their "prosperity days" illusions. They are not 
only feeling the scourge of unemployment but the radical lowering of their 
standards of living in a dozen different forms: Wage-cuts, lengthening of the 
work-day, intensification of labor, "stagger systems" and the like. 

The bureaucracy of the A, F. of L, and its whole conservative machinery* 
are pillars of the American bankers and industrialists* Without the Greens and 
Wolls the security of the employers would be considerably diminished, for the 
function of the A. F. of L. leadership is to fool the workers and make them 
amenable to the employers. 

What the present situation demands is a vigorous denunciation of the whole 
A, F, of L. leadership and those who serve it in the labor movement* Workers 
must no longer tolerate these betrayers — the labor leaders who have grown fat 
upon the misery of the toilers. The rank and file in the A, F. of L* must realize 
that capitalist development through the rapid introduction of machinery and 
various forms of efficiency is rapidly crowding the skilled workers out of pro¬ 
duction and reducing them to the position of the vast masses of unskilled, 
unorganized workers. The interests of the organized and unorganized — the 
skilled and the unskilled—are alike, therefore, they must organize powerful 
industrial unions, and pit their combined forces against the employers and their 
servants, the treacherous leaders of the A. F. of L. 

The Mooney-Billings case has always been and must always be a vital part 
of the general struggle between <ho workers and the employers. Mooney was 
saved from the hangman's noose only through the mass protests and pressure 
of the workers of Russia nml the rest of the world. The workers and all sym¬ 
pathizers of labor must again be aroused, and in brotherly solidarity they must 
demand the pardons of these two innocent workers. 

* It is not evidence that has kept Mooney and Billings in prison for IB years. 
Capitalist class justice in our sham democracy has done it through the frameup, 
aided by Perjury, Bribery, Prejudice, and class hate super-charged with general 
corruption* The betrayal of these two trade unionists by the very men supposed 
to lead labor to victory, the labor leaders, is the most damnable, most disgusting 
single factor in the entire cesspool of depravity responsible for the frameup. 

For 1G years demands for pardon have fallen upon deaf ears. In California, 
Justice is like a corpse that stinks and offends the nostrils of the entire world. 
The Governor, the Legislature* the Supreme Court of California are the tools of 
the respectable Big Business elements — the Bankers, Industrialists, and the 
Chamber of Commerce—who are the real rulers of the State* They hold Mooney 
and Billings in prison to terrify other workers; as an example to all militants 
who might become too active In the labor movement* They will continue this 
brutal judicial lynching until a real labor movement forces the master class to 
free Mooney and Billings, 

Mooney and Billings are living symbols of the desperate struggle between 
labor and capital. Their fate, freedom* and hopes—their very lives—are a 
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vital and inseparable part of that struggle. Tf they are ever to gain their free¬ 
dom it will be only through a real Industrial and political solidarity of the work¬ 
ing class demanding their unconditional pardons and insisting that these 
demands he met immediately. 

The workers who in 1917 demonstrated in Fetrograd and in this country 
saved the life of Tom Mooney. That was when labor ''stood up on its hind legs 11 
and roared. Big business listened, gave President Wilson orders and Wilson 
Instructed the Governor of California to save Tom Mooney. But this demonstra¬ 
tion was but a speck compared to what the organized might of labor can do 
when aroused. Had a general strike been called in 1917 it would have changed 
the outlook of many people, especially the workers. For the power of the work¬ 
ers of this nation has never been given the supreme test. 

That supreme test would be the joining of hands of the employed with the 
unemployed, the organized with the unorganized, in militant demonstrations 
demanding the unconditional pardons of Mooney and Billings. There can be no 
doubt about this. Big Business and all its lickspittle political henchmen would 
become panic stricken should they see thousands of workers pour out into the 
streets, milling around and demanding the immediate pardon of two innocent 
members of their class—Mooney and Billings, 

Attitudes of prayer Will not avail. Petitions and pleas, it Is demonstrated, 
go for naught. Unorganized and undisciplined, the workers are unprepared for 
action. Leaflets and pamphlets sketching the course of capitalism must be 
printed and circulated by the million. Weekly and monthly papers and journals, 
giving working class news and views, must be supported and distributed tar and 
wide. The underlying principles back of the real causes of hard times and un¬ 
employment must he carried to the people, and the hypocritical palavering and 
meaningless platitudes of subsidized capitalistic apologists’ — the labor leaders — 
must be exposed. Liberals must become radical and radicals must grow revo¬ 
lutionary as capitalism develops to its climax. Education and organization of 
the workers must proceed continuously, relentlessly and without fail until the 
collapse of capitalism gives the signal for the final forward march of the new 
social order. 

That should be the answer of the militant trade-unionists, and of the liberal 
and radical forces to the infamous decision of the California Supreme Court, 
That is the only effective answer men and Women of spirit can make if they 
want adequately to reflect the will and wish of Tom Mooney, 

If anywhere in America the old fire of social protest is still burning now is 
the time to start a conflagration in behalf of human rights that shall set the 
world ablaze with agitation for the unconditional pardon of Tom Mooney, If 
labor is not altogether lost to the challenge of this decision into the teeth of 
the courageous few who are trying to lead the workers, it now must come for¬ 
ward with a program of action that will end the dictatorship of plutocracy. If 
ever sacrifice was needed on the part of workers and sympathizers of labor the 
world over now is the time to make It. 

The deliberately studied insult to the workers of the world flung In their 
faces by the perfidy of the California plutocrats must not go unanswered, un¬ 
challenged or unavenged! 


65 







Workers of America! Sympathizers of Lulior! This Is 
Wliatf Must Be Bone If Tom Mooney Is Ever to 
Receive Avi ITaiceiulitioiial Pardon: 

1. TITE RANK AND FILE OF THE A, F. OF L. MUST WREST CONTROL 
FROM THE PRESENT LEADERS. Sufficient proof has been given to convince 
all clear minded persons that the A. F. of L. leaders are betraying labor. They 
have deliberately kept Torn Mooney in prison for 15 years. They have betrayed 
all the other militant workers Imprisoned because they tried to improve living 
and working conditions of the toilers. The cowardly manner with which they 
conduct back-door negotiations with the political messenger boys of Big Busi¬ 
ness has been amply exposed. What more convincing proof can be asked? When 
trusted leaders betray the confidence reposed in them, they must be ruthlessly 
cast off. The whole A. F. of L, requires a drastic shakedown, and the rank and 
file must bring this about. Only when these servile labor leaders have been cast 
aside, and virile, militant leadership takes their place will Tom Mooney and all 
other labor prisoners be able to secure their freedom, 

2. DEFENSE FUNDS MUST BE SECURED, Every National and Interna¬ 
tional Union, and all their affiliated Locals, can donate funds to the Tom Mooney 
Holders Defense Committee, The A. F, of L. has no power over these organiza¬ 
tions, They are absolutely autonomous. The labor leaders will oppose the desire 
of the rank and file to send funds to the Defense Committee, but they must be 
prevented from betraying the best interests of labor, WITHOUT FUNDS THERE 
CAN BE NO DEFENSE. 

3. HELP CIRCULATE THE LEAFLETS AND PAMPHLETS EXPOSING 
THE FRAME UP. This pamphlet was printed and circulated only because clear- 
visioned workers and sympathizers of labor donated funds to enable the Defense 
Committee to widely disseminate the vital data proving the treachery of the 
labor leaders. Take this pamphlet into union halls. Discuss it. Order copies for 
your friends. Send the Committee a substantial donation so that additional 
thousands of pamphlets can bo printed, 

4. TAKE AN ACTIVE PART IN THE PROTEST MEETINGS THAT ARE 
BEING ORGANIZED. Demand that Governor James M, Rolph pardon Tom 
Mooney and that he initiate measures to bring about the pardon of Warren 
Billings. Deluge the Governor's office with resolutions, letters, telegrams. 
Workers of this country possess the power to secure the pardon of Tom Mooney 
and all other labor and political prisoners. The time has now come when they 
must use their power, 

5. ORGANIZE BRANCH AUXILIARIES OF THE TOM MOONEY HOLDERS 
DEFENSE COMMITTEE. The function of these branches to be: 

(a) Collection of Defense Funds; 

(b) Distribution of Defense Literature; 

(c) A continuous campaign of education on vital aspects of the frameup; 

(d) Calls on the editors of the local papers. Request that they print edi¬ 
torials and news stories denouncing the frameup, 

(e) “Stickers' 1 for automobile windshields and envelops should he ordered 
from the Defense Committee. The slogans “Pardon Tom Mooney— 
innocent" and “Justice is dead in California” should be distributed 
everywhere. 

(f) Boycott all California products. 










The hearse, symbol of death, has been employed by the Tom Mooney 
Molders Defense Committee as a means to arouse the great mass of 
workers, and all real friends of Labor, to horrified indignation over the 
monstrous brutality of California's capitalist class justice which keeps 
Mooney and Billings—innocent-fifteen years in prison. 

As pictured on this page, the hearse carries a direful message: 

JUSTICE IS DEAD IN CALIFORNIA 
TOM MOONEY IS INNOCENT 

This gloomy herald of California injustice is now en route to Wash¬ 
ington, D* C, where it will picket the White House and remind Presi¬ 
dent Hoover-—a Californian-—-that Justice is Dead, for Mooney, Billings 
and all other militant workers wrongfully imprisoned by Mr. Hoover s 
home State* 

The Defense Committee hopes to send out 1 2 of these ominous 
messengers, to all sections of the United States—with their stark, grim 
but silent message to the people. 

Help to place 1 1 more of these hearses in the field 1 

Help to buy gas and oil to keep them in operation! 

DON'T WAIT—send your contribution TODAY! 

Be it ever so small, the amount will help to advertise this dead 
and stinking capitalist-class Justice/' 

(Make all funds payable to: TOM MOONEY, Funeral Director for 
Justice, P, O. Box 1475, San Francisco, California.) 
















SAN QUENTIN PRISON 
May 28, 1931 


DEAR FRIENDS AND FELLOW UNIONISTS; 

"Labor Leaders Betray Tom Mooney 1 ' has cleared the air. My 
friends now know that they cannot expect any help from a large 
majority of the labor leaders, in this campaign for a pardon which 
will free me from the wicked injustice of longer imprisonment. I am 
sure all friends of labor are agreed that the campaign for an uncon¬ 
ditional pardon must continue with unremitting vigor. 

The principal tasks of my Defense Committee must be: 

DISTRIBUTING THE REVISED EDITION OF THAT PAMPHLET: we have 

already ordered 100,000 copies. The Defense has no funds to 
meet such large expenditure; but I know that you will help. 

Our printer has shown his faith by giving us the necessary 
credit. 

The cost for printing 100,000 pamphlets is . $3,300 

The cost for postage on that number will be (about) , . $2,000 
(Volunteer help will do most of the addressing, etc.) 

PRINTING A NEW PAMPHLET - "The Case Against Tom Mooney": 

A graphic presentation of the State's unlawful case against me — 
and a refutation of all the charges \ This will be a 16-page 
pamphlet, for circulation mostly in California before the pardon 
hearing. The cost of 50,000 copies will be about $1,500. 

EXHIBITION of an exact replica of my cell in San Quentin prison: 

Six of these dismal cells will be mounted on auto-trucks and 
sent upon tours from Coast to Coast. The initial cost of this 
will be about $3,000, 

THE PARDON HEARING, before Governor Rolph of California: 

Frank P, Walsh will come from New York, at his own expense, to 
present the argument for my pardon. He has spent thousands of 
dollars from his own funds, for the necessary research and 
preparation of the argument. Yet there are many additional ex¬ 
penses connected with such a hearing. The cost will probably 
be $2,000. Will you help us to pay the expenses of this pardon 
hearing? 

You who know of this dastardly frameup on an innocent man - 
well may you meditate upon my gloomy fate: I remain a prisoner today, 
after fifteen long years, despite the revelations and confessions 
of the perjurers who were used to secure the framed conviction. Let 
your own imagination picture what fifteen years of prison life must 
mean to a man who is not guilty! And then help me, as you might wish 
others to help you. Remember, I have served these years in prison 
for striving to help other workers. After reading my pamphlet, 
pass it to a fellow-unionist or to a friendly neighbor. And see that 
it is kept in circulation. If you are a member of any working- 
class organization, make sure that all are supplied with the 
pamphlet; and urge a donation by the group, or contributions from 
individuals. And thus you will help me carry on to victory in this 
long fight against the enemies of a genuine militant working class. 

With deep remembrance of all your loyal efforts in the past, I 
now confidently rest my hopes in a continuance of your kindly 
interest. For I know that you will help me, to the end. 
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Ma ke all Money Payable to TOM MOONEY MOLDKRS DEFENSE COMM ITT HE 
P. O, llnx 1475]^ San Fram4sm t Calif. 




